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ANSWERS  FOR  FRAUD. 

Form  935.    §  3866.    Denial  of  fraud. 
936.    1 3867.    Of  mistake. 

CHAPTER  V. 

ANSWERS   IN  QUO  WARRANTO. 
Form  937.    §  3868.    General  denials. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

ANSWERS  IN  SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE  OF  CONTRACTa 

Form  938.  §3872.  Denials. 

939.  §  3873.  Of  readiness  to  convey. 

940.  §  3874.  Performance. 

941.  §  3S75.  Denial  of  part  performance. 

942.  §3876.  Demand  after  plaintiff 's  tender. 

943.  §  3883.  Rescission  of  contract. 

SUBDIVISION  EIGHTH. 

IN  STATUTOBY  ACTIONS. 

CHAPTER  L 

ANSWERS  IN  FORCIBLE  ENTRY  AND  UNLAWFUL  DETAINTIR. 
Form  944.    §  3884.    For  forcible  entry  and  detainer. 
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STJBDIVISIOIif   FIFTH. 

POU  DAMAGES  UPON  WRONGS. 


"PART  SECOND-FOR  INJURIES  TO  PROPERTY. 

CHAPTER  L 

BAILEES. 

§  1902.    Against  a  Receiptor. 

Form  No.  475, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of 18. . ,  the  defend- 
ant received  from  the  plaintiff  certain  goods,  and  the  defendant 
thereupon  gave  to  the  plaintiff  a  receipt  for  the  same,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  receipt]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff 

demanded  of  the  defendant  that  he  deliver  said  goods,  but  he 

refused  to  do  so,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]* 

§  1903.  Bailees,  Who  are. — The  term  bailee  is  not  used  in 
the  limited  sense  "  to  keep,  to  transfer,  or  to  deliver,"  as  in  sec- 
tion 71  of  the  act  of  1850,  concerning  crimes  and  punishments.'' 
"When  a  redemptioner  pays  an  excess  of  money  to  the  sheriff, 
the  sheriff  is  bailee  of  the  redemptioner  as  to  the  excess,  who 
may  recover  it  back  on  demand,  it  not  having  been  paid  over  to 
the  redemptionee.' 

§  1904.  Bailor,  Liability  of. — A  man  may  steal  his  own 
property  if  by  taking  it  his  intent  be  to  charge  the  bailee  with 

*  For  tlie  provisions  of  the  civil  code  *  People  v.  Poggi,  19  Cal.  600;  over- 

o£  California  on  the  contrsict  of  dc-  ruling  l^cox)le  v.  Cohen,  8  Id.  42. 

posit,  sec  Bccs.'  1813-1878  inclusive.  ^McMillan  v.  Vischcr,  14  Cal.  232. 
£btk£.  Vol.  II<-1 
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the  property,  and  thus  impose  a  loss  on  him.'  Where  property 
is  not  put  in  a  bailee's  charge  b3''  the  owner,  but  comes  into  his 
possession  through  the  owner's  neglect,  and  where  he  may  not 
know  to  whom  it  belongs  or  by  whom  it  was  left,  he  should  not 
be  responsible  for  delivering  it  to  the  wrong  person  if  he  has 
exercised  all  the  care  that  could  be  reasonably  expected  of  him 
under  the  circumstances.'  A  depositary  with  whom  goods  have 
been  stored  by  one  confessedly  actiug  as  an  agent  must  deliver 
them  to  the  principal  on  his  demand,  notwithstanding  the  agent 
forbids  him  to  do  so.' 

§  1905.  What  Property  may  be  Pledged. — Personal  prop- 
erty may  be  pledged,  mortgaged,  hypothecated,  or  placed  iu 
trust  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  parties  may  agree 
upon,  and  courts  of  law  will  be  governed  by  the  language  of 
the  contract  in  each  particular  case.*  Under  the  law  of  Louisi- 
ana, there  are  two  kinds  of  pledges,  the  pawn  and  the  anti- 
chresis. A  thing  is  said  to  be  pawned  when  a  movable  is  given 
as  a  security;  the  antichresis  consists  of  immovable  objects.^ 
But  property  pledged  to  the  keeper  of  a  brothel  to  secure  pay- 
ment for  wine,  etc.,  consumed  in  a  debauch  in  said  brothel, 
can  not  be  recovered  of  the  pledgee  by  the  pledgor.' 

§  1906.  Pledgee's  Responsibility. — ^A  pledge  is  a  bailment 
which  is  reciprocally  beneficial  to  both  parties,  and  therefore 
the  law  requires  of  the  pledgee  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence 
in  the  custody  or  care  of  the  goods  pledged,  and  he  is  held 
responsible  for  ordinary  negligence.^ 

§  1907.  Po-wer  to  Sell  Pledge. — A  party  depositing  securi- 
ties for  securing  the  payment  of  a  debt,  or  advances  made 
thereon,  may  agree  that  they  shall  be  sold  at  the  option  or 
pleasure  of  the  creditor.*  A  sale  made  under  such  authority 
is  good  without  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  time  and  place 
•of  such  sale  or  previous  demand  of  payment;  but  if  no  such 
agreement  be  made,  the  sale  can  be  made  only  on  notice  to 
the  pledgor.'  And  if  not  otherwise  agreed,  the  sale  must  be  at 
public  auction."    In  California,  the  pledgee  is  not  authorized 

>  People  V.  Stone,  16  Cal.  369.  '  St.  Losky  v.  Davidson,  6  Cal.  643. 

«  Morris  v.  Third  Av.  R.  li.  Co.,  1  «  Hyatt  v.  Argenti,  3  Cal.  151. 

Daly,  202.  »  Hart  v.  Burton,  7  J.  J.   Marsh. 

•Ball  V.  Liney,  44  Barb.  505.  322;  Steams  v.  Marsh,  4  Den.  227;  2 

*  Hyatt  V.  Argenti,  3  Cal.  151.  For  Kent's  Com.  749;  De  Lisle  v.  Pricst- 
the  provisions  of  the  California  civil  man,  1  Brown  (Pa.),  176;  Hart  v.  Ten 
code  on  the  contract  of  pledge,   see  £yck,2Johns.  Cli.  02. 

flections  2986-3011,  inclusive.  '^Castello  v.  City  Bank,  1  N.  Y.  Lejr. 

*  Livingston  v.  Story,   11  Pet.  351.     Obs.  25;  Jones  v.  Thurmond  a  Heirs, 
•Taylor  v.  Chester,  L.  E..,  4  Q.  B.,    5Tcx.  318;  llaukiuv.  McCuUough,  12 

.209.  Barb.  103. 
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to  sell  the  pledge  without  calling  on  the  pledgor  to  redeem, 
and  giving  him  reasonable  notice  of  his  intention  to  sell.^  And 
where  without  calling  on  the  pledgor  to  redeem,  the  pledgee 
8old  the  pledge  (a  chose  in  action),  it  was  a  conversion  of  the 
pledge,  and  plaintiff  might  recover  its  value  at  the  time  of  its 
conversion  in  excess  of  the  demand  secured  by  the  pledge.' 
The  notice  of  the  sale  of  the  pledge  should  apprise  the  pledgor 
of  the  tim^  and  place  of  sale;  as  the  object  is  not  that  the  notice 
should  operate  as  a  demand,  but  that  the  pledgor  should  be 
enabled  to  bid  at  the  sale,  or  procure  a  good  bid  to  be  made, 
etc.* 

§  1908.  Demand. — When  a  bailee  disclaims  his  relation  to 
the  bailor,  he  can  not  claim  the  right  to  require  a  demand  for 
the  money  before  interest  is  charged  against  him.* 

§  1909.  Lien  on  Goods. — A  common  carrier  or  innkeeper 
has  a  lien  on  the  property  for  his  reasonable  and  just  charges 
therefor,  but  one  who  merely  provides  food,  as  an  agister  or  a 
livery-stable  keeper,  has,  in  general,  no  lien  on  the  property 
uuless  there  is  a  special  agreement  to  that  effect.'  But  by  sec- 
tion 3051,  California  Civil  Code,  as  amended  in  1878,  stable 
keepers  and  those  who  pasture  stock  have  a  lien. 

§  1910.  Note  as  Security. — When  a  promissory  note  is 
assigned  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt,  and  no  special  con- 
tract is  made,  the  contract  rights,  duties,  and  liabilities  are  the 
same  as  iu  the  case  of  the  assignment  of  a  note  for  value,  ex- 
cept in  one  respect,  which  is  that  the  assignee  undertakes  to 
pay  to  the  assignor  the  overplus  that  he  may  receive  on  the  col- 
lateral after  the  satisfaction  of  the  principal  debt.' 

§  1911.  Redemption  of  Mining  Stock  Pledged.— The 
pledgee  of  mining  stocks  upon  the  redemption  of  the  pledge 
is  not  obliged  to  return  the  identical  certificates  pledged,  but 
may  return  similar  certificates.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the 
pledgee  has  sold  the  particular  certificates  pledged ,  render  him 
liable  for  a  conversion,  provided  he  restores  similar  certificates 
to  the  pledgor  on  redemption,  and  has  at  all  times  been  ready 
to  do  so.^ 

§  1912.  Title  to  Pledged  Property.— A  pledge  does  not 
vest  the  title  in  the  pledgee.     He  has  only  a  special  property  in 

*  Gay  V.  Moss,  34  Cal.  125.  261 ;  Lewis  v.  Graham,  4  Abb.  Pr.  106. 

*  Id.    See  California  Civil  Code,  sec.     See  Cal.  Civ.  C<K.le,  sec.  3001  ct  ^eq. 
3001  et  scq.  *  Dickiuson  v.  Owen,  1 1  Cal.  71. 

*See  Brown  v.  Ward,  3  finer,  6G0;  *  Lewis  v.  Tyler,  23  Cal.  364. 

Castello  V.  City  Bunk,  1  X.  Y.  Leg.  ®Doiiohoe  v.  Gamble,  3^*^  Cal.  33 k 

Obs.  25;  Vv'illoiiiihby  v.  Comstock,  3  '  Tbompsoii  v.  ToLuid,  4S  Cal.  91). 
HiU,  3vS9;  Tucker  V.Wilson,  1  i'.WraB. 
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or  lien  on  the  chattel  pledged,  and  if  the  pledge  is  not  redeemed 
by  the  time  limited  it  retains  the  character  of  a  pledge  still/ 

§  1913.  Use  of  Money . — An  attaching  creditor  of  the  bailee, 
levying  on  the  money  in  the  hands  of  a  stockholder  with  whom 
it  had  been  deposited  by  the  bailee,  can  not  claim  that  the 
bailor  is  estopped  by  having  allowed  the  bailee  to  use  the  money 
in  his  own  name,  when  the  specific  money  was  in  question  and 
could  be  distinguished.* 

§  1914.    For  Injury  to  Pledge. 

Form  No,  476. 
[Title], 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff 

delivered  to  the  defendant  [describe  articles],  the  property  of 

this  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  as  a  pledge  to 

the  defendant  to  secure  the  sum  of dollars,  thereto- 
fore loaned  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  which  articles  the 
defendant  received  for  that  purpose,  and  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  to  take  good  care  of  the  same  until  they  should  be  re- 
deemed by  plaintiff. 

II.  That  the  defendant  so  negligently  conducted  in  respect 
to  said  articles,  and  so  carelessly  used  the  same,  that  they  be- 
came, by  reason  of  his  negligence  and  carelessness,  greatly 
damaged  [state  injury],  and  were  rendered  of  small  value  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.} 

§  1915.    For  Loss  of  Pledge. 

Form  No,  477, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  [describe  articles],  the 

property  of  this  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  by 

way  of  pledge  to  the  defendant,  to  secure  the  sum  of 

dollars  theretofore  loaned  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
which  articles  the  defendant  received  for  that  purpose,  and 
agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  take  good  care  of  the  same  uutil 
they  should  be  redeemed  by  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  failed  to  fulfill  said  agreement 

on  his  part;  and,  on  the  contrary,  so  negligently  and  carelessly 

kept  said  articles,  that  while  they  were  in  his  possession  for 

the  purposes  aforesaid,  they  were  through  his  negligence  lost, 

to  the  damage  of  the  2^1aintiff dolllars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

'  Heyland  v.  Badger,  35  Cal.  404.  'Hardy  v.  Hunt,  11  Cal.  343. 
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§  1916.    For  hot  Taking  Care  of  and  Returning  Groods. 

Form  No,  478. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,   18. .,  at , 

tbe  2)laiuti£f  delivered  to  tbe  defendant  [describe  tbe  articles], 

of  tbe  Talue  of dollars,  to  be  b}'  tbe  defendant  safely 

and  securely  kept  for  tbe  plaintiff  [for  a  compensation],  and  to 
be  returned  and  redelivered  to  tbe  plaintiff  on  request,  wbicb 
tbe  defendant  tben  and  tbere  promised  and  undertook  to  do. 

II.  Tbat  tbe  plaintiff  performed  all  tbe  conditions  thereof  on 

bis  part,  and  on   tbe day  of 18 . . ,  requested 

tbe  defendant  to  redeliver  said  goods. 

III.  That  tbe  defendant  did  not  take  due  care  of  and  safely 
keep  tbe  said  goods  for  tbe  plaintiff,  nor  did  he,  when  so  re- 
quested, or  afterwards,  or  at  all,  redeliver  tbe  same  to  tbe 
plaintiff;  but,  on  tbe  contrary,  tbe  defendant  so  negligently 
and  carelessly  conducted  himself  with  respect  to  tbe  said  goods, 
and  took  so  little  care  thereof,  tbat  by  and  through  tbe  care- 
lessness, negligence,  and  improper  conduct  of  tbe  defendant 
and  bis  servants,  the  goods  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  1917.  Against  Hirer  of  Chattels,  for  not  Taking 
Proper  Care  of  Them. 

Form  No.  479. 
[Tn-LE.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tbat  on  tbe day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  defendant  hired  and  received  of  tbe  plaintiff  certain  furni- 
ture [briefly  designate  the  same],  of  tbe  value  of dollars, 

for  the  period  of then   next  ensuing,  at  the  sum  of 

dollars  per  month. 

II.  That  tbe  defendant  did  not  take  proper  care  of  the  said 

furniture,  or  use  the  same  in  a  reasonable  or  proper  manner 

duiiug  tbe  said  time,  but  took  so  little  care  thereof  that  they 

became  injured  and  deteriorated  in  value,  to  plaintiff's  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1918.  For  Injury  to  Horse,  Resulting  from  Immod- 
erate Driving. 

Form  No.  4S0. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  com2)lains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tliat  on  the day  of ,  18. .,   at , 
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the  defendant  hired  and  received  from  the  plainti^  a  horse  to 

drive,  which  was  of  the  value  of dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  drove  the  horse  so  hard,  and  so  neg- 
lected the  care  of  him,  that  the  said  horse  afterwards,  and 
because  of  said  immoderate  driving  and  want  of  proper  and 

reasonable  care,  on  the day  of i  18. . ,  died  [or 

otherwise  state  the  injury],  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judoment.]* 

§  1919.  For  Driving  Horse  on  a  Difibrent  Journey 
fram  That  Agreed. 

Form  No.  481. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of     ,  18. .,  at , 

the  defendant  hired  and  received  from  the  plaintiff  a  horse  and 

carriage,  of  the  value  of  dollars^  the  property  of  the 

plaintiff,  to  drive  from . .  to ,  and  not  elsewhere. 

II.  That  the  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  agreement,  per- 
formed  a  different  journey  than  that  aforesaid,  and  drove  said 
horse  and  carriage  from to 

III.  That  he  did  not  take  proper  care  of  said  horse  and  car- 
riage, but  so  negligently  drove  and  managed  the  same  that  the 
carriage  was  broken,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  1920.    Against  Innkeeper,  for  Loss  of  Baggage. 

F<ynn  No.  482. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

was  the  keeper  of  a  common  inn  in  the  city  of ,  known 

as  **  the Hotel." 

II.  That  on  the day  of 18. . ,  this  plaintiff 

was  received  by  the  defendant  into  his  said  inn  as  a  traveler, 

together  with  his  baggage,  consisting  of ,  of  the  value 

of dollars  [here  describe  articles],  the  proj)erty  of  the 

plaintiff. 

III.  That  the  defendant  and  his  servants  so  negligently  and 
carelessly  conducted  themselves  and  misbehaved  iu  regard  to 
the  same,  that  while  he  so  remained  at  said  inn,  his  said  trunk 

'The  owner  of  a  horac,  which  ho  tho  effects,  where  it  has  only  l:)eeu 

has  let  to  go  a  specified  journey  with-  driven  in   the  manner  agreed  upon: 

in  a  given  time,  cxui  not  recover  for  Kuggles  v.  Fay,  31  Mich.  141. 
the  loss  of  the  horse  if  it  di&i  from 
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was  taken  ftway  from  tlie  room  of  tbe  plaintiff,  by  some  person 
or  persons  to  tbe  plaintiff  unknown;  and  thereby  tbe  same  was 

wbolly  lost  to  tbe  plaintif,  to  bis  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1921.  Innkeeper's  Liiability  at  Common  Law — ^Board- 
ing-house Keeper. — To  bold  a  party  liable  at  common  law  for 
tbe  loss  of  goods  at  bis  inn,  it  must  appear  not  only  that  be 
kept  an  inn  and  that  tbe  goods  were  lost  tbere,  bat  tbat  be  was 
acting  in  tbe  capacity  of  innkeeper  wben  tbe  goods  were  re- 
ceived, and  tbat  tbe  owner  was  bis  guest.*  A  boarding  and 
lodging-bouse  keeper  is  liable  for  tbe  loss  of  bis  guest's  goods 
occasioned  tbrougb  tbe  negligence  of  bis  own  .servants  acting 
witbin  tbe  scope  of  tbeir  employment.'  An  innkeeper  is  liable 
for  all  loss  or  damage  to  tbe  goods  of  bis  guests  occurring  wbile 
tbey  are  in  bis  possession,  except  wben  such  loss  or  damage  is 
occasioned  by  tbe  act  of  God  or  tbe  public  enemy,  or  tbrougb 
tbe  fault  of  tbe  owner.'  Innkeepers  are  liable  for  tbe  goods  of  a 
guest  wbicb  are  brougbt  by  bim  witbin  tbe  inn,*  wbetber  at  tbe 
time  of  bis  arrival  or  subsequently. \  Innkeepers  are  liable  as 
insurers  of  tbeir  guests'  property.'  But  not  wben  tbe  guest,  after 
being  duly  warned,  neglects  any  necessary  precaution.'  Inn- 
keeper is  only  liable  as  a  bailee  for  tbe  borse  of  a  person  not  bis 
guest  but  lodging  elsewbere." 

§  1922.    For  Loss  of  Pocket-book. 

Form  No,  483, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tbat  tbe  defendant,  at  tbe  time  bereinafter  stated,  was  a 
common  innkeeper  at 

II.  Tbat  on  tbe  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  be  received  and 

entertained  tbis  plaintiff  as  a  guest  at  bis  inn  for  bire. 

III.  Tbat  wbile  tbe  plaintiff  was  tben  and  tbere  -bis  guest, 
tbe  defendant  undertook,  for  compensation  paid  bim  by  tbe 
plaintiff,  to  keep  safely  in  one  of  bis  sleeping-rooms  of  bis  said 

*  Carter  V.  Hobhs,  12  Mich.  52.  affirming  S.  0.,  42  Barb.  230;  Pink- 
=»  Smith  V.  Read,  52  ilow.  Pr.  14.  erton  v.  VYoodvvanl,  33  Cal.  557. 

*  Hulett  V.  Swift,  42  Barb.  230.  'Wilson  v.  Ilalpiu,  1  Daly,  49G:S.C., 
Miurrows  v.  Triebcr,  21  Mtl.  320.  30  How.  Pr.  124.     As  to  the  effect  of 

*  Piakerton  v.  \\  oodward,  33  Cal.  omission  of  guest  to  disclose  value  of 
557.     As  to  tlie  extent  of  his  liability  package  committed  or  offered  to  be 
for  articles  of  jewelry  in  usual  wear,  committed  to  innkeeper's  cliarge,  see 
and  for  money,  seo  Gile  v.  Libby,  36  Wilkius  v.  Karlc,  19  Abb.   i*r.   190;  j 
Barb.  70;  Wiikins  v.  Kcirle,  19  Abb.  Bcndestcn  v.  French,  44  Barb.  31. 

Pr.  190;  see  also  Piukerton  v.  Wood-         **  IngalUbee  v.  Wood,  33  N.  Y.  577, 
wi;rd,  33  Cal.  557.  affirming  S.  C,  30  Barb.  452. 

«liulett  V.  Swift,  33  N.  Y.  671, 
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hotel  or  inn,  the  clothing  and  such  articles  of  jewelry  and  valu- 
ables as  the  plaintiff  then  had  upon  his  person,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  thereupon  put  into  his  said  sleeping-room  in  said  hotel 
or  inn  his  clothing,  his  pocket-book  containing  money,  and  such 
other  property  as  is  usually  carried  upon  the  person,  of  the 

value  of    dollars,  and  left  the  same  in  the  possession 

and  charge  of  the  defendant,  both  as  innkeeper  and  as  special 
bailee  as  aforesaid. 

IV.  That  while  this  plaintiff  was  sleeping,  his  pocket-book 
and  money  were,  by  the  negligence,  carelessness,  and  dishon- 
esty and  improper  management  of  the  defendant  and  his  serv- 
ants, lost  and  stolen. 

Y.  That  the  amount  of  the  said  money  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  so  lost  and  stolen,  while  the  same  was  under  the  charge 

of  the  defendant,  was   dollars  in  gold  coin  of  the 

United  States,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  by  profession  [state  busi- 
ness], and  that  said  sum  was  such  as  he  might  reasonably  and 
properly  carry  with  him  with  reference  to  his  circumstances  and 

business. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1923.    For  Loss  of  Goods  by  Theft. 

F(yrm  No.  484, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  II.  [Same  as  in  form  No.  482.] 

III.  TLat  wbile  plaintiff  was  such  guest,  said  trunk  was 
broken  open  and  said  articles  stolen  by  some  person  to  plaintiff 
unknown,  whereby  the  same  became  lost,  to  plaintiff's  damage 

in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  1924.  Delivery  not  Necessary.— A  delivery  of  the 
goods  to  the  innkeeper  is  not  necessary  to  charge  him  with 
tbem.  The  innkeeper  is  bound  to  i^ay  for  them  in  any  event,  if 
stolen  or  carried  away,  even  though  the  person  who  took  them 
away  is  unknown.* 

§  1925.    For  Refusing  to  Receive  Guest. 

Form  No.  486. 
[  Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  form  No.  482.] 

II.  That  on  said  date,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  traveling 
from to ,  came  to  said  inn  and  demanded  of 

}  Burrows  v.  Tricber,  21  Md.  320. 
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» 


defendant  tbat  be  be  received  and  lodged  as  a  guest  dnring  ibe 
night  and  day  next  ensuing. 

J II.  Tbat  plaintiiT  was  read}*^  and  willing  and  tendered  de- 
fendant bis  reasonable  cbarges  for  such  lodging. 

IV.  Tbat  defendant  bud  ample  room  and  accommodation  to 
receive  and  lodge  plaiutifif  during  sucb  time,  but  refused  to  re- 
ceive bim,  wbereby  [allege  special  damage],  to  bis  damage  in 

tbe  sum  of dollars. 

[DE3IAXD  OF  Judgment.] 

§  102G.  Against  Warehouseman,  for  Icvjury  to  Goods 
by  Neglect  to  Obey  Instructions. 

Form  No.  486. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tbat  on  tbe day  of  18 . . ,  at ,  tbe 

defendant,   in   consideration  of  tbe  sum  of  dollars, 

tben  and  tbere  paid  to  bim  by  plaintiff,  agreed  to  store  and 

keep  safely  in  bis  warebouae  at ,  tbe  following  goods, 

tbe  property  of  tbe  plaintiff,  of  tbe  value  of  dollars, 

consisting  of  [bere  designate  goods]^,  for  tbe  term  of   

weeks  from  said  date,  and  tben  saftl}*  to  deliver  said  goods  to 
plaintiff  at  bis  request,  and  tben  and  tbere  received  said  goods 
for  sucb  purpose. 

II.  Tbat  at  tbe  time  of  tbe  delivery  of  said  goods  to  defend- 
ant, tbe  plaintiff  informed  bim  tbat  it  was  necessary  to  tbe 
l)reservation  of  said  goods  tbat  tbey  sbould  be  bandied  witb 
care. 

III.  Tbat  tbe  defendant  negligently  allowed  tbe  same  to  be 

bandied  witbout  care,  and  rougbly  moved  and  broken,  so  tbat 

tbe  same,   tbrougb  tbe   negligence  of  tbe  defendant  and  bis 

servants,  became  entirely  ruined,  to  tbe  damage  of  tbe  plaintiff 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1927.  Warehouseman's  Liability — Railroad. — A  ware- 

bouseman  wbo  received  grain  of  anotber  for  tbe  purpose  of 

storage  is  only  bound  to.  ordinary  care   in  its  preservation.* 

^Vben  goods  arrive  at  tbe  point  of  destination,  and  are  placed 

in  tbe  werebouse  of  tbe  company,  its  liability  as  warebousemen 

commences,  and  from  tbat  time  it  is  bound  to  use  only  ordinary 

care  and  diligence  in  safely  keeping  and  delivering  tbe  goods.* 

Tbe  failure  of  a  bonded  warebouseman  to  deliver  upon  demand 

of  tbe  owners,  goods  dex)Osited  witb  bim,  upon  wbicb  tbe  du- 

>  Mvcra  v.  Walker,  31  HI.  353.  Cal.  2G8;  see,  also,  CoUina  v.  Bums, 

»  Jack&on  v.  bac.  V.  It.  R.  Co.,  23    G3  N.  Y.  1. 
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ties  have  been  paid,  castB  upon  bim  the  burden  of  accounting 
for  them.'  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  loss  of 
goods  as  common  carriers,  where  the  proofs  render  it  uncertain 
whether  the  goods  are  lost  while  being  transported,  or  after 
being  deposited  in  the  warehouse,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  want 
of  ordinary  care,  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  will  be  reversed.' 
To  charge  a  railroad  corporation  as  warehousemen,  the  plaintiff 
must  show  a  want  of  ordinary  care  on  their  part  in  the  custody 
of  the  goods.' 

§  1928.  Insurance. — "Where  a  warehouseman  agrees  to  in- 
sure goods  deposited  with  him,  and  does  so,  and  subsequently 
the  goods  are  destroyed  by  fire,  and  he  agrees  with  the  owner 
to  prosecute  suits  against  the  insurance  company  in  his  own 
name,  and  does  so,  but  the  suit  is  defeated  owing  to  the  terms 
of  a  receipt  given  to  the  owner  at  his  request,  by  the  warehouse- 
man, the  warehouseman  is  not  liable.^ 

§  1929.  Parties.  —  Warehousemen  occupying  a  private 
**  bonded  warehouse,"  who  hold  goods  of  a  merchant  subject 
to  the  lien  of  government  for  unpaid  duties,  under  the  acts  of 
congress  of  1854  and  1862,  are  liable  to  the  owner  in  an  action 
for  a  loss  of  them,  without  joining  as  a  defendant  the  revenue 
officer  in  whose  custody  the  statute  declares  such  goods  to  be. 
The  custody  intended  by  the  statute  is  a  guard  or  watch,  and 
not  legal  possession  for  all  purposes.* 

§  1930.  Removal  of  Groods. — When  the  bailors  agreed 
that  the  goods  should  be  stored  in  a  certain  warehouse  at  their 
risk  and  expense,  their  removal  by  an  agent  of  the  bailees, 
though  without  their  knowledge,  charged  them  for  the  safe 
keeping  of  their  goods  after  their  removal,  and  they  were  re- 
sponsible for  any  damage  to  said  goods  caused  by  their  removal 
to  an  insecure  or  improper  place  of  storage." 

§  1931.  Waiver  of  liien. — When  a  warehouseman  who  has 
goods  in  charge,  states  to  one  who  is  about  to  take  possession 
of  the  same,  by  a  legal  process,  that  he  has  no  charges  on  the 
goods,  this  is  a  waiver  of  the  warehouseman's  lien  for  charges, 
if  any  he  had.^ 

§  1932.  Wharfingers. — Where  grain  was  delivered  to  wharf- 
ingers with  instructions  to  ship  to  a  certain  party  when  certain 

>  Schwerln  v.  McKie,  51  N.  Y.  180.         ^  Waldron  v.   Romaine,  22  N.  Y. 

*  Jackson  v.  Sac.  V.  II.  11.  Co.,  23    370;  Cartwrightv.Wilmerding,  24Icl. 
Cal.  208.  .    630;  2  Blatclif.  121;  Schwerin  v.  Mc- 

»  Jackson  v.  Sac.  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  23    Kio,  6  Rob.  404. 
Cal.  208.  «  St.  Losky  v.  Davidson,  0  Cal.  Q43. 

*  Colo  v.  Favorite,  69  111.  457.  '  Blackiuau  v.  Pierce,  23  Cal.  508. 
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rates  could  be  had,  but  before  sbipment  they  were  instructed 
iDot  to  Kbip  to  such  party  but  to  anotlier,  and  tbey  neglected 
the  second  instruction  but  acted  on  the  first,  whereby  the  price 
of  the  grain  was  lost  to  the  owner  on  account  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  consignee,  it  was  held  that  the  wharfingers  were  liable.^ 
§  1933.    For  Refusal  to  Deliver  Goods. 

Form  No.  487. 
[Tttle.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  to  him  of 

dollars  [or cents  per  ton  per  month],  agreed  to  keep 

in  his  wareheuse  [ tons  of  wheat],  and* to  deliver  the 

same  to  plaintiff  on  payment  of  the  said  sum. 

II.  That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  deposited  with  the  defend- 
ant the  said  [ tons  of  w^heat]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff 

requested  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  said  goods,  and  tendered 

him    dollars  [or  the  full   amount  of  storage  due 

thereon],  but  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver  the  same,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jctdgment.] 

§  1934.  Pasturing  Stock. — Where  defendant,  an  agister  of 
cattle,  placed  plaintiff's  horse  in  a  field,  knowing  that  a  bull 
kept  on  adjoining  land  had  several  times  been  found  in  the 
field  in  which  the  horse  was  placed,  and  that  there  was  no 
BuflScient  fence  to  keep  it  out,  and  tbere  were  several  heifers  in 
the  field  with  the  horse,  and  the  horse  was  gored  and  killed  by 
the  bull;  in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  in  not  taking  rea- 
sonable care  of  the  horse,  it  was  held  that  a  knowledge  of  the 
mischievous  nature  of  the  bull  was  not  essential  to  the  liability 
of  defendant,  and  a  verdict  against  him  would  not  be  disturbed 
for  want  of  such  knowledge.' 

§  1935.  Property  of  Plaintiff.— Though  it  is  usual  to  aver 
that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  we  do  not 
deem  such  an  averment  necessary.  He  could  sue  in  his  own 
name  if  he  were  but  the  agent  of  the  owner.' 

»  Howell  V.  Morlan.  78  111.  1C2.  «  Smith  v.  Cook,  L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  Div.  79. 

'  N.  Y.  Code  Coimuissiouers. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

COMMON    CARRIERS. 

§  193G.    Against  Common  Carrier,  for  Breach  of  Duty. 

Form  No.  48S. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  tbe  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  tbe  defendant 
was  a  common  carrier  of  goods  for  hire,  between  the  places 
hereinafter  naved. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

one  A.  B.  delivered  to  the  defendant  certain  goods,  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit  [designate  the  goods],  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  and  the  defendant,  as  such  carrier,  received 

the  same,  to  be  by  him  safely  carried  to ,  and  there 

delivered  to ,  for  a  reasonable  reward  to  be  paid  by 

therefor. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  said 
goods;  but,  on  the  contrary,  so  negligently  conducted,  and  so 
misbehaved  in  regard  to  the  same,  as  such  caiTier,  that  the 
same  were  wholly  destroyed  and  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his 
damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  * 

§  1937.  liiability  of  Common  Carriers  of  Groods— De- 
gree of  Care. — Under  the  general  railroad  law,  all  railroads 
are  compelled  to  act  as  common  carriers  for  the  conveyance  of 
all  passengers  and  property  which  may  come  to  their  road  for 
that  purpose.*  As  common  carriers,  they  are  bound  to  safely 
transport  and  deliver  goods  to  the  poiut  of  their  destination, 
unless  the  same  are  lost  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy. 
In  such  a  case,  the  burden  of  proving  that  they  are  thus  lost 
rests  upon  the  company.'  But  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  nav- 
igate on  a  river  is  excused  if  caused  by  the  river's  freezing,  so 
as  to  make  navigation  impossible,  this  being  an  act  of  God. 
That  the  contractor,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  liad 
reasons  which  were  equally  obvious  to  tha  other  party,  for  ex- 

^  For  the  provisiona  of  the  Cal.  C.  C.  •  Jackson  v.  Sacramento  Valley  R. 

in  relation  to  carriage  in  general,  car-  R.  Company,  23   Cal.    208;    Bohan- 

riage  of  persons,  carriage  of  property,  nan  v.   Hammond,  42  Id.  227.      As 

cairiageof  messages,  and  common  car-  to  the  obligations  of  caniera  of  prop- 

ricra,  sec  tit.  7,  sees.  20S5-2209.  crty,  sec  Civil  Code,  sec.  2114,  and 

^Contra  Costa  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Moss,  following. 
23  Cul.  323. 
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pecting  such  an  event,  does  not  alter  the  case.'  A  railroad 
eompauy  must  jn'ovide  all  reasonable  precaution  to  protect 
property  of  others,  and  it  must  also  be  properly  used,  and  the 
company  are  liable  for  carelessness.  Tbey  are  bound  to  exer- 
cise a  degree  of  care  proportionate  to  the  danger.*  A  carrier 
of  persons  without  reward  must  use  ordinary  care  and  diligence 
for  their  safe  carriage.'  A  carrier  of  persons  for  reward  must 
use  the  utmost  care  and  diligence  for  their  safe  carriage;  must 
provide  everything  necessary  for  that  purpose,  and  must  exer- 
cise to  that  end  a  reasonable  degree  of  skill.* 

§  1938.  Liability  as  Ordinary  Bailees. — ^Where  carriers 
make  it  the  duty  of  their  agents  by  general  regulation  to  take 
charge  of  property  inadvertently  left  in  their  cars,  and  provide 
at  their  depot  a  place  for  its  safe  keeping,  they  must  in  taking 
charge  of  the  property  be  looked  upon  as  in  the  light  of  bailees 
for  hire,  who  are  bound  to  exendse  ordinary  care  and  diligence.* 

§1939.  Injury  Remotely  Attributable  —  Insurer. — A 
common  carrier  is  absolutely  liable  for  injury  remotely  attrib- 
utable to  his  own  default,  though  ineyitable  accident  be  the 
immediate  cause.'  It  would  seem  that  the  common  earner  is 
all  insurer  of  the  property  intrusted  to  him,  and  is  legally 
responsible  for  acts  against  which  he  can  not  provide,  from 
whatever  cause  arising — the  acts  of  God  and  the  public  enemy 
alone  excepted.^ 

§  1940.  Jjetters. — ^A  common  carrier  of  letters  inclosed  in 
envelopes  is  not  liable  for  any  loss  beyond  that  of  an  ordinary 
letter,  unless  informed  of  the  value  of  the  same  at  the  time  he 
received  the  same.'  A  contractor  for  carrying  the  mail  is  liable 
for  the  neglifjence  of  the  carrier.' 

§  1941.  Iiiability  of  Inland  Carriers  for  Loss.— In  Cali- 
fornia,  unless    the    consignor  accompanies    the    freight    and 

*  Worth  V.  Eilmonds,  62  Barb.  40.    nue  R,  R.  Co.,  1  Daly,  202;  see  the 
*Gcrkc  V.  Cal.  Steam  Navigation    caseofO'Bannon  v.  Southern  Ex.  Co., 

Co.,  9  Cal.  251;  see  L.  M.  II.  Co.  v.  CI  Ala.  481. 

Washburn,  22  Ohio  St.  332.  «  Michaels  v.  New  York  Cent.  E. 

» Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  2090.  R.   Co.,    30    N.    Y.    604;    Recti    v. 

*  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  2100;  see  also  Spaulding,  Id.  030;  Merritt  v.  Earle, 
Id.,  sees.  2101-2104.     As  to  the  caro  29  Id.  115. 

and    diligence    required,   directions,  »  Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  27 

conflict  ot  orders,  stowage,  deviation,  Cal.  10;  see  100  Ma^iS.  600;  Kentucky, 

etc.,  delivery  of  freight,  obligations  Bank  of,  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  93 

•when  fieight  not  delivered,  and  how  U.  S.  180;  Bohannan  v.  Hammond, 

exonerated   from   liability,  see  Civil  42  Cal.  227. 

Code,  sees.  2114-2121,  3155.  « Hayes  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  23 

*Ang.  on  Carr.,  sees.  75,  112,  131,  Cal.  185;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees. 

302;  Eilw.  on  Bailments,  35.  36;  26  2101,  2102,  2107. 

Wend.  501;  Tower  v.  Uticaetc.  R.  R.  »  Sawyer  v.  Corse,  17  Gratt.  230. 
Co.,  7  HiU,  47;  Monis  v.  Third  Ave- 
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retains  the  exclusive  control  of  it,  the  carrier  is  liable  from  the 
time  he  accepts  it  until  he  is  relieved  from  liability  pursuant  for 
loss  or  injury  from  any  cause  whatever,  except:  1.  An  inherent 
defect,  vice,  or  weakness,  or  a  spontaneous  action  of  the  prop- 
erty itself;  2.  The  act  of  a  public  enemy  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  this  state;  3.  The  act  of  the  law;  or,  4.  Any  irresistible 
superhuman  cause;  and  the  carrier  is  liable,  even  in  cases  com- 
ing within  the  above  exceptions,  if  his  ordinary  negligence 
exposes  the  property  to  the  cause  of  the  loss.*  A  carrier  is 
liable  for  delay  only  when  it  is  caused  by  his  want  of  ordinary 
care  and  diligence.^ 

§  1942.  Liability,  how  Terminated.— The  liability  of  a 
carrier  ceases,  and  he  becomes  an  ordinary  bailee,  on  refusal  of 
consignee  to  receive  the  goods,'  or  by  delivering  to  agent  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  authorized  to  receive  goods.*  Such  deliv- 
ery to  agent  must  be  regularly  made,  and  in  due  course  of 
business.'  But  though  liable  as  insurer  until  actual  delivery, 
he  may  be  discharged  by  neglect  of  owner  of  goods  to  take 
them  in  due  season.^ 

§  1943.  Liability  for  Live-stock. — Where  the  defendants, 
as  carriers,  transporting  live-stock,  met  with  an  accident  for 
which  they  were  not  liable  under  their  contract,  by  which  the 
animals  were  killed,  it  was  held  that  they  were  not  liable  for 
not  delivering  the  carcasses,  where  they  had  offered  to  carry 
the  carcasses  through,  if  the  owner,  who  was  present,  would 
take  charge  of  them,  and  the  offer  was  declined*.' 

§  1944.  Presumption  as  to  Liability. — The  presumption 
is  that  the  responsibility  of  a  party  as  carrier  continues  uutil 
the  entire  transit  is  complete.*  And  further  until  actual  de- 
livery to  the  party  to  whom  the  goods  are  addressed,  or  his 
agent.'  Or  to  the  carriers  next  in  order  on  a  connected  route." 
In  the  absence  of  an  exj^ress  contract  the  obligation  of  a  carrier 
of  goods  is  to  carry  them  according  to  the  usual  route  for  the 
conveyance  of  such  articles  by  him  for  the  public,  and  to  deliver 
them  within  a  reasonable  time."     The  presumption  of  law  is 

>  See  Civil  Code,  secg.  2194,  2195.  New  York  &  Savannah  S.  N.  Co.,  1 

2  Id.,  sec.  2106.  Daly,  197;  seoalsoCiv.  Code»scc.  3155. 

^Hathorn  v.    Ely,   28  N.    Y.   78;  '  U»o  v.  Marsh,43lJarb.  102;  S.  C, 

Johuaon  v.  New  York  Cent.  11.  R.  28  How.  Pr.  275. 

Co.,  33  Id.  GIO.  8Ladue  v.  Griffith,  25  N.  Y.  364. 

*  Platt  V.  Wells,  26  How.  Pr.  442;  •Feuner  v.  Buffalo  and  State  Line 

Hotclikiss  V.  Artisans'  Bank,  42  Barb.  R.  R.  Co.,  46  lUrb.  103. 

517.  »mcDonald  v.  Tho  Western  R.  R. 

^  Cronkite  v.  Welh,  32  N.  Y.  247.  Corporation,  34  N.  Y.  4^/7. 

•  «Roth  V.  Buffalo  &  Stat©  Line  R.  i»  Hales  v.  London  etc.  R.  11.  Co., 

R,  Co.,  34  N.   Y.  648;  Gilhooly  v.  4  B.  &  S.  60. 
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against  a  common  carrier,  except  it  be  made  to  appear  that  the 
injury  complained  of  could  not  Lave  happened  by  the  inter- 
vention of  human  means. ^ 

§  1945.  Connected  Routes. — Each  company  concurring  in 
the  carriage  of  goods  on  a  connected  route,  is  liable,  even 
though  part  of  joint  route  be  out  of  state.'  The  above  rule  is 
partially  relaxed  to  the  effect  that  each  company  is  only  liable 
for  carriage  of  the  goods  in  the  condition  in  which  it  receives 
them.'  A  railroad  company  which  for  a  consideration  receives 
the  cars  of  a  connecting  company  into  its  custody  and  control, 
and  draws  them  with  their  contents  over  its  own  road,  is  liable 
as  a  common  carrier  for  injuries  to  such  cars  during  their 
transit  over  such  road.*  When  a  railroad  company  contracts 
to  forward  goods  from  Cincinnati  to  Philadelphia,  it  is  an  entire 
contract,  and  the  company  is  liable  for  any  damage  on  tlie 
whole  route.^  In  case  of  a  passenger  ticket  over  several  lines, 
for  an  entire  price,  the  contract  is  entire,  and  the  comjiany 
selling  the  ticket  may  be  held  solely  liable,  or  the  traveler  may 
look  to  the  real  principals,  and  subject  all  who  are  interested 
in  the  joint  contract.' 

§  1946.  Carriage  of  Perishable  Property.— -When  two 
kinds  of  property,  one  perishable  and  the  other  not,  are  de- 
livered to  a  common  carrier  at  the  same  time,  by  different  owners 
for  transportation,  if  the  carrier  can  not  carry  all  the  property, 
he  may  give  preference  to  the  perishable;  and  if  either  must 
wait,  it  should  be  the  latter.^ 

§  1947.  Notice  to  Owner  Restricting  Liability  .—No- 
tice to  restrict  the  liability  of  earners,  is  not  sufficient  to  bind 
the  owner  of  goods  carried,  if  only  given  without  his  knowledge 
or  assent,  to  one  who  was  directed  by  him  to  deliver  the  same 

'  Agnew  V.  Steamer  Contra  Costa,  see  C.  H.  &  D.  etc.  Co.  v.  Pontius  & 

27  Cal.  425.     For  full  and   definite  Richmond,  19  Ohio  St.  221. 

statement  as  to  positions  which  may  *  Fatman  &  Co.  v.  C.  H.  &  D.  R.  R. 

be  considered  as  settled  with  refer-  Co.,  2  Disney,  248;  Gaines  v.  Union 

ence  to  responsibility  of  railroad  com-  Trans,  etc.  Co.,  28  Ohio  St.  418;  Field 

panics  as  common  carriers,  see  Bis-  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.,  71  III.  458. 

sell  V.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  25  « Check  v.  L.  M.  R.  Co.,  2  Disney 

N.  Y.  442,  455-456.  (Cin.  Supr.  Ct.)  237.    As  to  the  abso- 

*  Burtis  V.  Buffalo  and  State  Line  lute  duty  to  obey  the  instructions  of 
R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  2G9;  Simmons  v.  the  owner  of  goods  directed  to  be  for- 
Law,  8  Bosw.  213;  McDonald  v.  warded  beyond  the  terminus  of  his 
The  Western  JL  R.  Corporation,  34  own  route,  and  his  responsibility  in 
N.  Y.  407.  case  of  a  deviation,   see  Johnson  v. 

'Smith  V.  N.  Y.  Central  K  R.Co.,  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  33  N.  Y. 

43  Barb.  225.  610;  and  Civil  Code,  sees.  21 15.  21 16. 

*  Vermont  and  M.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  ^  Marshall  v,  N.  Y.  etc.  R.  R.  Co., 
Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  14  All.  402.    As  45  Barb.  502. 

to  how  far  lii^bility  may  be  qualiiied, 
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» 

to  the  cftrrier.'  And  "while  common  cftrriers  may  limit  tbeir 
liability  by  special  coulract,  tbey  can  not,  for  reasons  of  public 
policy,  relieve  themselves  from  liability  for  the  actual  value  of 
the  goods  shipped,  provided  they  have  notice  of  such  value, 
when  loss  or  injury  is  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  them- 
selves or  their  employees.* 

§  1948.  Treatment  of  Passengers. — If  a  railroad  company 
holds  itself  out  as  a  common  carrier  to  a  point  beyond  the  ter- 
mination of  its  road,  it  is  deemed  a  common  carrier  for  the 
whole  distance,  and  if  it  professes  to  contract,  and  does  con- 
tract with,  and  carries  persons  the  entire  distance,  it  must  treat 
all  alike,  and  contract  with  and  carry  uU  who  apply.  This  prin- 
ciple applies  to  the  caiTiage  of  goods  as  well  as  passengers.'^ 

§  19J[9.  When  not  Liable. — A  carrier  is  not  liable  for  the  loss 
of  money  of  one  passenger  contained  in  a  valise  which  another 
passenger,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  first,  delivers  as  his  own 
baggage,  and  the  carrier  receives  it  as  such,*  Carriers  can  not 
be  held  liable  for  the  breaking  of  very  brittle  articles  in  a  pack- 
age for  want  of  specially  careful  handling,  if  they  are  not  warned 
of  the  contents  of  the  package.* 

§  1950.  Carriage  without  Compensation. — A  common 
carrier  is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  goods  where  he  is  to  receive 
no  compensation  for  the  carnage,  and  where  he  has  exercised 
ordinary  diligence  in  respect  to  the  Fame.  His  liability  in  such 
a  case  is  only  that  of  a  bailee  without  hire.*  The  rule  seems  to 
be  different  in  Minnesota.  A  complaint  which  alleges  a  delivery 
of  goods  to  a  common  carrier,  and  acceptance  by  him  to  be  con- 
veyed by  him  without  reward,  the  loss  of  the  goods  occasioned 
by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant,  together  with  the  value 
of  the  goods  and  the  amount  of  the  loss  of  the  bailor,  states  a 
ground  of  action.^  All  bailments,  with  or  without  compensation 
to  the  bailee,  are  contracts  founded  on  a  sufficient  cousiileration.' 

§  1C51.  Essential  Averments— Delivery. — Where  the 
comi)laint  contained  averments  against  the  defendants  as  com- 
mon carriers,  and  the  action  was  for  damage  done  to  merchan- 
dise in  their  transportation;  it  was  held  that  it  was  indispens- 

^  Fillebrown  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  »  Wheeler  v.  S.  F.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co. , 

55  Mc.  4GJ;  C.  H.  &  D.  etc.  Co.  v.  .31  Cal.  40. 

rontius  &  llichmond,  lOOhioiSt.  221;  *Duulap   v.    International   Steam- 
see,  albo,  Civil  Code,  sec3.  2174,  2175,  boat  Co.,  08  Mass.  371. 
and  2170.  *  American  Kxpress  Co.  v.  Perkins, 

'^  Overland  iSIail  etc.  Co.  v.  Carroll,  42  III.  4o8. 

1  \VeRt  Coast  Hop.  281.     As  to  ctiect  ^  Fay  v.  Str.  New  World,  1  Cal.  .348. 

of  concurrent  want  of  due  care  on  part  '  AlcCauley  v.  Davidson,  10  2>linn, 

of  owner,  sjoe  Hamilton  v.  McPIiorson,  418. 

28N.  Y.  72.  »*Id. 
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able  for  the  plaintifif  to  prove  thai  defendants  were  common 
carriers,  and  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to,  and  received  by 
them  as  such,  for  the  purpose  of  bein^  transported  for  hire.* 
Delivery  to  carrier  in  good  order  must  be  shown  to  maintain  an 
action  for  full  value.  The  burden  of  proof  then  shifts.'  But 
such  delivery  must  be  to  him  or  his  authorized  agent.' 

§  1952.    Against  Commoii  Carrier,  for  IjOSS  of  Goods. 

Form  No.  489. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintifif  complains,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
was  a  common  carrier  of  goods,  for  hire,  between  the  places 
hereinafter  mentioned. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

in  consideration  of  the  sum  of ,  then  paid  [or  as  the 

case  may  be]  to  him  by  the  plaintifif,  the  defendant  agreed  safely 

to  carry  to    ,  and  there  deliver  to ,  or  order  [or 

otherwise,  according  to  the  fact],  certain  goods,  the  property  of 

the  plaintifif,  of  the  value  of dollars,  consisting  of  [here 

describe  the  goods],  which  the  plaintifif  then  and  there  delivered 
to  the  defendant,  who  received  the  same  upon  the  agreement 
and  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  the 
said  goods  pursuant  to  said  agreement,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the 
defendant  so  negligently  conducted  and  so  misbehaved  in  re- 
gard to  the  same,  in  his  calling  as  carrier,  that  they  were  wholly 
lost  to  the  plaintifif,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[I>£MAMD  OP  Judgment.] 

§  1953.  Act  of  God.— The  expression,  "  act  of  God,"  as 
used  in  the  law  of  carriers,  includes  those  losses  and  injuries 
which  are  occasioned  exclusively  by  natural  causes,  such  as 
could  not  be  prevented  by  human  care,  skill,  and  foresight.* 
Those  acts  are  to  be  regarded  in  a  legal  sense  as  the  acts  of  God 
which  do  not  happen  through  human  agency,  such  as  storms, 
lightnings,  and  tempests.^  The  elements  are  the  meaqs  through 
which  God  acts,  and  damages  by  the  elements  are  damages  by 
the  act  of  God. 

» Ringnrolcl  V.  Haven,  1  Cal.  116.  3  Esp.  127;  1  T.  R.  27;  1  Harp.  468; 

^SuiitU  V.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  11.  Co.,  McHenry  v.  Philadelphia  etc.  R.  R, 

43Barb.  22o.  Co.,  4  Harr.   (Del.)  448;   Siordet  v. 

'  Bail  V.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.,  Hall,  4  Bing.  607;  New  Brunswick  etc. 

1  Daly,  401.  Co.  v.  Tiers,  4Zabr.  697;  Kdw.  on  Bail. 

*  McArthur  v.  Sears,  21  Wend.  190;  4o4;  Ang.  on  Can*.,  sec.  156;  Michaels 

Merritt  v.  I'iirle,  31  Barb.  38;  Trent  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R.  R. Co.,  30  N.  Y.  564, 

Navigation,  Proprietors  of,  v.  Wood,  ^  Pulack  v.  Pioche,  35  Cal.  416. 
EsTEE,  You  II— 2 
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§r  1954.  Date — ^Amount. — In  an  action  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  draft  lost  by  a  carrier,  a  complaint  which  does  not  state  the 
date  of  the  draft,  which  was  lost  by  a  common  carrier,  the 
amount  for  which  it  was  drawn,  the  time  when  it  was  payable, 
or  to  whom  payable,  is  insufficient.^ 

§  1955.  Iilabillty. — The  law  adjudges  a  common  carrier 
responsible  for  loss  of  goods,  irrespective  of  any  question  of 
negligence  or  fault  on  his  part,  if  the  loss  does  not  occur  by  the 
act  of.  God  or  the  public  enemies.' 

§  1956.  Rule  of  Damages. — In  an  action  against  carriers, 
the  rule  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  port  of  de- 
livery, and  not  the  invoice  price,  or  the  value  at  the  port  of 
shipment.'  A  common  carrier  for  hire  is  liable  for  punitive 
damages  for  a  gross,  willful,  and  tortious  breach  of  the  duty 
enjoined  upon  him  by'law.^  A  principal  is  liable  for  the  actual 
damage  caused  by  the  act  of  his  agent  done  in  the  usual  course 
of  his  employment,  but  is  not  responsible  for  wanton  and 
malicious  damage  done  by  the  agent  without  the  consent,  ap- 
proval, or  subsequent  ratification  of  the  principal.^ 

§  1957.    For  Loss  of  Baggage. 

Form  No,  490. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  T.hat  on  the day  of  ,  18-  • » the  defendant 

was.  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  and  their  baggage,  by 
[stage-coach],  from to ,  for  hire. 

II.  That  on  that  day  he  received  into  his  [coach]  the  plaintiff 
with  his  baggage,  to  wit  [designate  baggage],  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  to  be  carried  from  said to , 

for dollars,  then  paid  to  the  defendant  [or  for  him]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  proper  care  therein,  but, 
by  the  negligence  and  improper  conduct  of  him  and  his  ser- 
vants, said  baggage  was  wholly  lost,  to  the  damage  of  the 

plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1958.    Acceptance  of  Goods. — To  charge  a  carrier,  there 

must  be  an  acceptance  of  the  goods,  either  in  a  special  manner, 

as  by  **  checking,"  or  according  to  the  usage  of  their  business.* 

*  Zeigler  V.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  23  *  Story  on  Bailm.,  sec.  633;   Ang. 

Cal.  179.  on  Carr.,  sec.  140;  Selway  v.  Hollo- 

•Merritt  v.  Earle,  29  N.  Y.  115;  way,    1    U\.    Raym.  46;   Cobbau   v. 

Civil  Code,  sees.  2194,  2195.  Downe,  5  Esp.  41;  Tower  v.  Uticaetc. 

3  Kinggold  V.  Haven,  1  Cal.  108.  R.  R. Co.,  7 Hill, 47;  Boehni  v.  Combe, 

^Mendelsohn  v.  The  Analieim  2  Mau.  &S.  172;  Bally.  N.  J.  Steam- 
Lighter  Co.,  40  Cal.  C57.  boat  Co.,  i  Daly,  491. 

-Id. 
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§  1959.  Baggage,  What  is,  and  Iilability  for.— The  bag- 
gage of  a  passenger  iDtrusted  to  one  whose  business  it  is  to 
transport  persons  and  their  baggage,  and  with  whom  the  owner 
has  embarked,  is  under  the  same  protection  as  the  goods  are 
which  are  intrusted  to  a  common  carrier  of  goods.*  The  jury 
are  to  determine  what  constitutes  baggage  under  the  circum- 
stances. A  sum  of  money  reasonably  necessary  to  defray  the 
expenses  of  the  journey  is  properly  baggage;  this  depends  upon 
the  length  of  the  journey,  and  to  some  extent  the  wealth  of  the 
traveler,  and  it  includes  such  an  allowance  for  accident  or  sick- 
ness, and  for  sojourning  by  the  way,  as  a  reasonable,  prudent 
man  would  consider  it  necessary  to  make.  It  should  be  lim- 
ited to  money  for  traveling  expenses,  properly  so  called.'  And 
the  carrier  i^  responsible  for  the  loss  of  money  in  a  passenger's 
trunk  to  the  extent  of  reasonable  traveling  expenses.'  But  not 
for  jewelry  belonging  to  a  third  person.*  The  civil  code  of  Cali- 
fornia, sec.  2181,  declares  that  luggage  may  consist  of  any  arti- 
cles intended  for  the  use  of  a  passenger  while  traveling,  or  for 
Lis  personal  equipment. 

§  1960.  Baggage,  Retaining  Ctistody  of.— The  carrier  of 
passengers  by  steamboat  is  not  exonerated  from  responsibility 
for  the  personal  baggage  of  a  passenger,  by  the  fact  that  the 
passenger  deposits  it  in  the  stateroom  occupied  by  him,  of  which 
be  has  the  key,  and  from  which  it  is  stolen.^  So,  a  mere  super- 
vision of  one's  baggage  will  not  relieve  from  responsibility.^ 

§  1961.  Money  Stolen. — The  owners  of  a  steamboat  are 
not  liable  for  money  stolen  from  the  pockets  of  a  passenger,  it 
not  being  proved  it  was  stolen  by  persons  employed  on  board.' 

§  1962.  Allegation  of  Route. — It  is  not  deemed  necessary 
to  state  the  whole  route  of  the  defendants.  That  they  were  car- 
riers between and ,  is  suflScienl." 

§  1963. — ^Vehicle. — A  common  carrier  is  absolutely  bound, 
irrespective  of  negligence,  to  provide  roadworthy  vehicles.* 

»  Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  30  N.  Y.  594.  » Hollister  v.  Nowlen,  lOWend. 236; 

As  to  the  duty  of  carriers  by  water  Biir;;c88  v.  Clements,  4  Mau.  &  8.  310; 

with  res^wct  to  ba;;>;a^eof  passengers,  Tower  v.  Utica  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  7  Hill, 

sec  Merrill  V.  Griimell,  Id.;  Chanil>er-  47;  Mudgett  v.  Bay  State  iSteainboat 

lain  V.  West.  Trausp.  Co.,  45  Barb.  Co.,  1  Daly,  151. 

21S;  Mudgett  v.   Bay  State   Steam-  "I^ugciiamp  v.  Fish,  2  Bos.  &  P. 

boat  Co.,  1  Daly.  151;  (Jlasoo  v.  N.  416. 

Y.   Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  36  Barb.  b.u;  •  Abbott  v.  Bnwlstreet,  55  Me.  530. 

Oilhooly  V.  N.  Y.  k  Savannah  S.  N.  «  See  Clark  v.    Faxton,  21  Wend. 

Co.,  1  Daly,  197;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  153. 

sees.  21S0-J18:}.  »  Alden  v.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co., 

»  Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  30  N.  Y.  594.  26  N.  Y.  102;  Civil  Code,  sees.  21S4, 

» Id.  21S5. 

*  Richards  v.  Wescott,  7  Bosw.  6. 
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§  1964.  Against  Caxzler  by  Water,  for  Negligence  in 
liOading  Cargo. 

Form  No,  491, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  caused  to  be  delivered 

to  him  [designate  the  goods]  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  to  be  by  the  defendant  safely  and  securely  loaded  on 
board  a  certain  vessel  at ,  for  the  plaintiff,  for  a  reason- 
able compensation  to  be  paid  said  defendant  therefor;  and  the 
defendant  then  received  the  goods  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  defendant  afterwards,  by  himself  and  his  ser- 
vants, conducted  so  carelessly  and  improperly  the  loading  of 
the  said  goods  on  board  the  said  vessel,  that  by  their  negligence 
and  improper  conduct  the  goods  were  broken  and  injured,  and 
a  part  thereof  wholly  destroyed,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1965.  Steam  Tugs. — The  towing  a  vessel  out  to  sea  by  a 
steamer  is  the  transportation  of  property,  so  as  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  law  of  common  carriers.^  And  the  fact  that  the 
owner  of  the  ship  lost  while  being  towed  out  to  sea  was  the 
agent  of  the  owners  of  the  steam-tug,  does  not  relieve  the  latter 
from  the  obligations  under  which  they  contract  with  others.' 
Where  defendant  undertook  to  tow  23laintiff 's  schooner  and  a 
Spanish  bark  from  New  Orleans  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  in 
consequence  of  the  bad  steering  of  the  bark  by  its  own  men,  it 
broke  loose  from  the  tow-boat  and  damaged  the  schooner;  it  was 
held  that  defendants  were  liable  as  carriers.' 

§  1966.  Against  Carrier  for  not  Regarding  Notice  to 
Keep  Dry. 

Form  No.  492, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . , ,  at ,  at 

the  port  of ,  the  defendant  was  master  and  commander 

of  a  certain  vessel  known  as  the ,  then  lying  at  said 

port,  and  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  shipped  on  board  said  vessel 
certain  [describe  the  goods],  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 

value  of dollars,  which  said  goods  were  then  in  good 

order  and  condition;  in  consideration  whereof,  and  of  the  sum 

•  White  v.  Tug  Mary  Ann,  6  Cal.  462. 

» Id.  *  Clapp  V.  SUnton,  20  La.  An.  495. 
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of dollars,  then  and  there  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 

defendant,  the  defendant  then  and  there  promised  oaref  ally  and 

safely  to  carry  and  transport  said  goods  to ,  and  there 

safely  to  deliver  them  to ,  dangers  of  the  seas  only  ex- 
cel) ted,  and  then  and  there  received  said  goods  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  caused  due  notice  to  be 
given  to  the  defendant  that  it  was  necessary  to  the  preservation 
of  said  goods  that  they  should  be  kept  dry. 

III.  That  the  defendant  failed  to  take  care  of  or  safely  to 
carry  said  goods;  but,  on  the  contrary,  not  regarding  his  said 
promise,  so  negligently  and  carelessly  carried  the  same  that 
they  became  wet,  and  thereby  entirely  destroyed  [or  otherwise 
state  injury,  according  to  the  facts];  which  injury  was  not  occa- 
sioned by  reason  of  any  danger  of  the  seas,  but  wholly  through 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  his  servants,  by  reason 

whereof  the  plaintiff  was  injured  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1967.  Damage  to  Cargo. — In  a  case  of  damage  to  cargo, 
where  the  libel  alleges  the  fault  of  the  master  to  be:  1.  That 
he  falsely  represented  his  vessel  to  be  tight,  staunch,  and  sea- 
worthy; and  2.  That  the  danger  resulted  from  the  master's 
carelessness,  negligence,  and  improper  conduct;  the  libelant 
can  not  claim  another  specific  ground  of  complaint  not  set  up 
iu  the  libel,  e.  g, ,  that  the  damage  was  caused  by  the  fault  of 
the  master  in  not  putting  into  some  other  port  to  repair  his 
vessel,  and  take  measures  to  preserve  his  cargo. ^ 

§  1968.  Notice  in  Writing. — If  the  carrier  have  notice,  by 
writing  on  the  article  or  package,  of  the  need  of  peculiar  care, 
he  is  bound  to  comply  with  such  directions.' 

§  1969.    For  Loss  in  Unloading. 

Form  No,  403, 
[TrrLE.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  iu  form  No.  492.] 

II.  [As  in  form  No.  492.] 

III.  That  said  vessel  afterwards  safely  arrived  at , 

and  no  [excepted  perils]  prevented  the  safe  carriage  or  delivery 
of  the  goods. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  did  not  deliver  the  said  goods  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  for  want  uf  due  care  in  the  defendant  and  his 
servants  in  unloading  and  delivering  said  goods  from  said  ves- 

1  Soulo  V.  The  Bark  "  Oregon,"  1  348;  Hastings  v.  Pepper,  11  Pick.  41; 
Ncwb.  504.  .ind  Sftger  v.  Portsmouth,  etc.,  K.  R. 

*  iScv  Baxter  v.  Leland,  I  Abb.  Adm.    Co.,  31  Me.  228. 
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Bel,  tbey  were  broken  and  injured,  and  were  wliolly  lost  to  the 

plaintiff,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judomext.] 

§  1970.  Mixing  Goods. — Where  defendant,  without  notify- 
ing the  consignees,  unloaded  coal  upon  the  bare  ground,  and  4o 
carelessly  that  diflferent  sorts  were  mixed  together  with  the 
soil,  the  defendant's  liability  did  not  cease  until  he  had  un- 
loaded the  coal  with  due  care,  and  put  it  in  a  reasonably  safe 
place.* 

§  1971.  Against  Ck)mmon  Caxzier,  for  Failure  to  De- 
liver at  Time  Agreed. 

Form  No,  494. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  duly  organized  under 
and  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  at  the  times  herein- 
after mentioned  was  a  common  carrier  of  goods,  for  hire,  be- 
tween   and 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18..,  at , 

the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  [describe  goods],  of  the 

value  of dollars,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  which  the 

defendant,  in  consideration  of  a  reasonable  compensation  to 

be  paid  it  by  the  plaintiff,  agreed  safely  to  carry  to , 

and  there  deliver  to  the  plaintiff,  on  or  before  the day 

of 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  fulfill  its  agreement  safely 

to  carry  the  same,  and  to  deliver  them  in on  said  day; 

but,  on  the  contrary,  although  the  period  between  the  said 
[day  when"  received  by  defendant]  and  said  [day  when  they 
should  have  been  delivered]  was  a  reasonable  time  for  carrying 
the  same  from to ,  yet  the  defendant  so  negli- 
gently and  carelessly  conducted,  and  so  misbehaved  in  regard 
to  the  same,  in  its  calling  as  common  carriers,  that  it  failed  to 

deliver  the  same  in until  the day  oiE 

18.. 

IV.  That  the  market  value  of  said  goods  in  [place  of  de- 
livery] on  the  [day  agreed]  was dollars,  but  on  the  [day 

of  actual  delivery]  was  only dollars;  and  that  by  reason 

of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  in dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgsient.] 
§  1972.    Breach  of  Contract  to  Deliver. — A  common  car- 
rier becomes  charged  on  his  contract  immediately  upon  his 

'  Rico  V.  Boston  and  Worcester  R.  and  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Scott^  42  111. 
R.  Co.,  98  Moss.  212;   see  Chicago    132. 
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failure  to  carry  and  deliver  as  agreed.*  The  fact  that  the  con- 
Bignee's  business  address  was  stated  in  the  bill  of  lading  does 
not  oblige  the  shipper  to  depart  from  his  known  and  usual 
place  of  delivery,  and  deliver  a  cargo  at  a  pier  more  contiguous 
to^the  consignee's  place  of  business.'  Delivery  of  goods  by  a 
carrier  to  a  wrong  person  by  mistake,  or  by  gross  imposition, 
will  not  discharge  his  responsibility  to  the  owner  for  the  value 
of  the  goods.' 

§  1973.  Allegation  of  Demand. — Where  a  demand  is  nec- 
essary to  perfect  plaintiff's  title,  it  must  be  averred.^ 

§  1974.  Against  Carrier  on  Special  Contract  for  IjOSS 
of  Goods. 

Form  No,  495. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  created  by  and  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned, 
being  such  corporation,  was  a  common  carrier  of  goods  for  hire 
between and 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. . ,  at , 

the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant,  being  such  corporation, 
certain  goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit  [describe  the 

goods],  of  the  value  of dollars,  and  in  consideration 

of  the  sum  of dollars  paid  defendant  by  the  plaintiff^ 

the  defendant  then  and  there  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  plaintiff  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  defendant  thereunto 
lawfully  authorized  by  its  agent,  of  which  agreement  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  [copy  agreement]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  said 
goods  pursuant  to  its  said  agreement;  but  so  negligently  and 
carelessly  conducted  and  misbehaved  in  regard  to  the  same, 
that  the  said  goods  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  dam- 
age   dollars. 

[Demajmd  of  Judgment.] 

§  1975.  Common  Carriers  and  Forwarders. — Railroad 
companies,  as  common  carriers,  may  make  valid  contracts  to 
carry  passengers  or  freight  beyond  the  limit  of  their  own  road, 
either  by  laud  or  water,  and  in  this  way  become  liable  for  the 
acts  and  neglects  of  other  carriers  which  are  in  no  sense  under 

» Jones  V.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  28  327;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees,  2118. 

Gal.  209.  2111). 

'      «llowland  V.  Miln,  2Hilt.  150;  Os-  'Adams   v.   Blankenstein,   2  Cal. 

tran< I cr  V.  Brown,  ir»  Johns.  39;  Gib-  413. 

soil  V.  Culver,  17  Wend.  305;  West-  *  Bristol  v.  Rensselaer  &  Saratoga 

em  Trans.  Co.  v.   Hawley,   1  Daly,  K  11.  Co.,  9  Baj:b.  158. 
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their  control.^  The  liabilities  of  common  carriers  and  for- 
warders, independeut  of  any  express  stipulations  in  the  con* 
tract,  are  entirely  different.'  Where  the  defendants,  being  both 
carriers  and  forwarders,  took  goods  in  pursuance  of  a  previous 
oral  agreement  to  carry,  and  gave  a  receipt  for.  the  goods,  ex- 
pressing that  they  were  received  "to  be  forwarded,"  it  was 
held  that  they  were  liable  as  carriers.' 

§  1976.  Special  Contracst— Limiting  Uability.^A  car- 
rier may  contract  against  loss  from  fire  not  caused  by  his  own 
negligence.*  By  a  contract  for  carriage  of  live-stock,  the  owner 
took  the  risks  of  a  darnage^in  unloading,  conveyance,  and 
otherwise,  whether  arising  from  negligence  or  otherwise."  The 
bottom  of  the  car  dropped  out;  it  was  held  that  if  the  car  was 
unfit  the  carrier  was  liable.^  Bestrictions  on  the  common-law 
liability  of  a  common  carrier,  inserted  for  his  benefit  in  a  receipt 
drawn  by  himself,  and  signed  by  him  alone,  for  goods  intrusted 
to  him  in  such  capacity,  are  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  common  carrier.*  The  words,  "  not  to  be  responsible  ex- 
cept as  forwarder,"  in  a  common  carrier's  receipt,  do  not  exempt* 
him  from  liability  for  loss  of  goods  occasioned  by  the  careless- 
ness or  negligence  of  the  employees  of  a  steamboat,  owned  and 
controlled  by  other  parties  than  the  carrier,  but  ordinarily  used 
by  him  in  his  business  of  carrier  as  a  means  of  conveyance.^ 
When  a  special  contract  is  made  with  a  carrier,  he  becomes  as 
to  that  transaction  an  ordinary  bailee  and  a  private  carrier  for 
hire.''  The  common  carrier's  liability  for  loss  occasioned  by 
negligence  in  the  agents  he  employs  will  not  be  restricted, 
unless  the  intention  to  thus  exonerate  him  is  expressed  in  the 
instrument  in  plain  and  unequivocal  terms.* 

§  1077.  Sunday  Ck)ntract. — In  Massachusetts,  a  contract 
made  in  violation  of  Sunday  is  void,  and  no  subsequent  ratifica- 
tion will  sustain  an  action  upon  iV^    But  the  rule  laid  down  in 

» Wheeler  v.  S.  F.  &  A.  K.  B.  Co.,  •  Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co..  27 

31  Cal.  46.  Cal.  11.     As  to  the  power  of  commou 

*  Hooper  v.  Wells,  27  Cal.  11.  carrier  of  goods  to  limit  his  respon- 

*  Blossom  V.  Griffin,  13  N.  Y.  569;  sibility  by  special  contract,  see  Price 
and  see  McCotter  V.  Hooker,  8  Id.  497.  v.  Hartshorn,  44  Barb.  635;   Lee  v. 

«N.  O.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  N.  0.  J.  &  Marsh.  43  Id.  102;  S.  C,  28  How.  Pr. 

G.  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  La.  Ann.  302.  275;  Meyer  v.  Hamden's  ExpressCo., 

^Hawkins  v.  Great  West.  R.  R.  24  Id.  290;  Heineioan  v.  Grand  Trunk 

Co.,  17  Mich.  67.  K.  R.  Co.,  31  Id.  430;   Moriarty  v. 

•Hooper  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  27  Harnden's  Express  Co.,  1  Daly,  227; 

Cal.  11.  see  California  Civil  Code,  sees.  2174- 

'  IJ.  2176. 

*  Dorr  V.  New  Jersey  S.  N.  Co.  ,11  *"  Day  v.  McAllister,  15  Gray  (Mass.), 
N.  Y.  490j  Moriarty  v.  Harnden's  Ex-  433. 

press,  1  Imly,  227. 
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*New  York  does  not  exempt  the  carrier  from  bis  liability  for  the 
I088  upon  a  contract  under  the  Sunday  laws  of  New  York,  be- 
cause it  is  made  on  Sunday.  To  render  it  invalid,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  contract  should  require  the  work  or  labor  ngreed 
for,  to  be  performed  on  Sunday.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  against  the  carrier,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  contract 
is  good  or  bad.  The  liability  of  the  carrier  is  imposed  by  law, 
and  does  not  rest  on  his  contract.'  The  making  of  a  contract 
on  Sunday  is  not  labor  within  the  prohibition  of  Sunday  laws, 
Bor  was  it  prohibited  by  common  law.*  And  a  valid  contract 
may  be  made  on  that  day  for  the  performance  of  labor,  provided 
the  labor  is  not  to  be  performed  on  Sunday.' 

§  li)78.  Against  Telegraph  Company  fbr  Failure  to 
Transmit  Message  as  Directed.  J^aJ^^  IwU.  U^t^  «• 

Form  No.  496.  iv^-HCn 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  allege^: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  organized  and  doing 
bu.siness  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  is,  and  at  all  the  times 
hereiuaf  tcr  mentioned  was,  engaged  in  the  business  of  telegraph- 
ing for  hire. 

II.  That  on  the  ....  day  of >  18. . » the  plaintiff  jire- 

sented  to  the  defendant,  at  its  office  in ,  the  following 

message,  to  wit: 

"  John  Doe,  San  Francisco.  Buy  one  hundred  tons  of  wheat. 
James  Roe  "  (the  plaintiff). 

AYLich  message  defendant  received  and  promised  to  forward 
by  telegraph  to  said  John  Doe  in  San  Francisco.  That  in  con- 
sideration thereof  the  plaintiff  paid  the  defendant dol- 
lars. 

III.  That  on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  said 
message  was  not  transmitted  as  written  by  plaintiff,  but  was 
sent  and  delivered  to  said  John  Doe  so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

'<  John  Doe,  San  Francisco.  Buy  five  hundred  tons  of  wheat. 
James  Roe." 

lY.  That  said  John  Doe,  in  pursuance  of  said  message  so  de- 
livered to  him,  bought  five  hundred  tons  of  wheat  for  the 
account  of  the  plaintiff;  that  immediately  on  learning  the  error 
in  Baid  telegram,  plaintiff  notified  defendant  of  the  same,  and 
that  through  said  error  four  hundred  tons  of  wheat  had  been 

*  E<lw.  on  Bailm.  466;  Allen  v.  Sew-  •  Horacek  v.  Eeebler,  6  Neb.  355. 

all,  2\Vcn<l.  8.38;  Hollieterv.  Nowlen,  «  Johnson  v.  Brown,  13  Kan.  629; 

19  Id.   2:)9;    1  Chit    1;    Merritt  v.  Bloom  v.  Richards,  2  Ohio  St.  387. 
Earle,  29  N.  Y.  115. 
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bought  more  than  was  directed  to  be  boup^ht  by  the  original 
message  written  by  the  plaintiff,  and  plaintiff  asked  instructions 
from  defendant  relative  to  the  disposition  of  said  four  hundred 
tons;  that  defendant  refused  to  take  any  notice  thereof  or  give< 
any  instructions  concerning  said  wheat,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon sold  the  same  at  San  Francisco,  on  the day  of 

,  18 . . ,  at  the  highest  market  rate. 

y.  That  the  price  paid  by  said  plaintiff  for  said  wheat  was 

dollars,  and  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  the  further 

sum  of dollars   commissions  on  said  purchase;  that 

plaintiff  sold  said  wheat  for dollars,  and  was  compelled 

to  pay dollars  commissions  on  said  sale. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


CHAPTER  III 

AGAINST  AGENTS,  EMPLOYEES,  AND   OTHERS  FOR  NEGLIGENCE. 

§  1979.  Against  Agent  for  not  Using  Diligence  to  Sell 
Goods. 

Form  No.  497. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of f  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  as  his  agent,  and  for  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  by  plaintiff,  to  sell  for  him  certain  goods, 

to  wit  [describe  them],  of  the  value  of  . .      dollars;  and 

thereupon  received  the  same  from  him  for  that  purpose. 

II.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  diligence  to  sell  the 
same,  but  unreasonably  delayed  so  to  do;  and  by  reason  thereof 
the  same  were  afterwards  sold  by  the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff, 

and  produced dollars  less  than  the  same  would  have 

produced  had  the  defendant  used  due  diligence  in  selling  the 

same;  and  whereby  plaintiff  incuiTed dollars  expenses 

in  warehousing  the  same,  to  his  damage  in dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1980.  Ferryman. — It  is  the  duty  of  the  ferryman  to  see 
that  the  teams  are  safely  driven  on  board  the  boat,  and  if  he 
thinks  proper,  he  may  drive  himself,  or  unharness  the  team,  or 
unload  the  wagon  to  get  them  safely  on  board.*  But  if  the 
ferryman  permits  the  party  to  drive  himself,  he  constitutes  him 
quoad  hoc  his  agent.' 

1  May  V.  Hanson,  6  Cal  3C0.  »Id. 
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§  1981.  Negligence  of  SherifT. — The  mere  omission  of  a 
deputy  to  inform  the  sheriff  of  having  process  in  hand  is  not 
such  negligence  as  to  charge  the  sherifif  in  case  a  writ  last  in 
band  was  executed  first.' 

§  1982.  Pledgee  as  Agent. — A  party  by  pledging  negotiable 
securities  transferable  by  delivery  loses  all  right  to  the  securi- 
ties when  transferred  by  the  pledgee  in  good  faith  to  a  third 
party.  The  pledgee  in  sucb  a  case  should  be  treated  in  the 
transaction  as  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  the  owner  should  be 
bound  by  his  acts  in  the  premises.' 

§  1983.  Powers  of  Agent. — In  an  action  by  a  principal 
against  his  agent  charging  him  with  an  abuse  of  his  powers,  it 
is  necessary  to  allege  that  the  defendant  acted  as  agent.' 

§  1984.  Unauthorized  Act  of  Agent. — The  ratification  by 
a  principal  of  an  unauthorized  act  of  an  agent  has  a  retroactive 
efficacy,  and  being  equivalent  to  an  original  authority,  an  alle- 
gation of  due  authority  is  sustained  by  proof  of  such  ratifica- 
tion/ If  an  agent  acting  in  good  faith  disobey  the  instructions 
of  his  principal  and  promptly  inform  his  principal  of  the  fact, 
the  principal  should  at  the  earliest  opportunity  repudiate  the 
act  if  he  disapprove.  Sileuce  is  a  ratification.^  A  principal  is 
liable  for  the  actual  damage  caused  by  the  act  of  his  agent  done 
in  the  usual  course  of  bis  empjoyment,  but  is  not  responsible 
for  wanton  or  malicious  damage  done  by  the  agent  without 
consent,  approval,  or  subsequent  ratification  by  the  principal.* 

§  1985.  Against  Agent  for  Carelessly  Selling  to  an  In- 
solvent. 

Form  No,  498, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  ,  the 

defendant  undertook  with  the  plaintiff,  as  his  agent,  and  for 
compensation  to  be  paid  by  him,  to  sell  for  him  goods  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  wit  [designate  goods],  of  the  value  of dol- 
lars, and  thereupon  received  the  same  from  him  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

n.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  diligence  to  sell,  or 

in  selling  the  same,  but  negligently  sold  the  said for 

the  plaintiff  to  a  person  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  then 
well  knowing  said  person's  financial  embarrassments,  without 

'  Whitney  v.  ButterfieUl,   13  Cal.        *  Hoyt  v.  Thompson's  Ex'ra,  19  N. 

335.  Y.  218 

^Coit  V.  Humbert,  5  Cal.  260.  '^Pray  v.  Gnnn.  53  Ga.  144. 

'x£tnaIn8.Co.  V.Sabine. 6  McLean,        ^Mendelsohn  y.  An&heim  Lighter 

393.  Co.,  40  CaL  607. 
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receiving  the  price  therefor,  or  taking  security  for  the  pay  meat 
thereof;  whereby  the  plaintiff  has  hitherto  lost,  and  is  likely 

wholly  to  lose  the  price,  to  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Demand  or  Judgment.] 

§  1986.    Against  Agent  for  Selling  for  a  Worthless  BilL 

Form  No,  499. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  undertook  with  the  plaintiff,  as  his  agent,  and  for  a 
compensation  to  he  paid  by  him,  to  sell  for  him  [state  what], 
for  cash  or  an  approved  bill  or  note,  at  thirty  days  or  less,  and 
not  otherwise  [or  state  the  fact]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  did  not  use  due  diligence  in  selling 
the  same,  but  negligently  and  without  exercising  ordinary  busi- 
ness care,  sold  the  same  for  a  bad  and  insufficient  bill  of  ex- 
change, for dollars,  having  ....  mouths  to  run,  and 

which  is  worthless  and  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff;  and  although 
the  same  became  payable  before  this  action,  it  is  still  unpaid,  to 

the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judoment.] 

§  1987.  Against  an  Auetloneer,  for  Selling  below  the 
Owner's  Limit. 

Form  No.  600. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  an  auctioneer,  and  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  deliver  to  him  [describe 
the  goods],  to  be  sold  by  him  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  compensa- 
tion, undertook,  as  such  auctioneer,  at  the  time  and  place  afore- 
said, to  sell  the  same,  at  and  for  no  less  money  than  the  sum  of 
dollars,  and  not  to  sell  them  otherwise. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  delivered  said  goods  to  the  defendant 
for  that  purpose. 

III.  That  the  defendant,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  plaintiff,  sold  said  goods  for  less  than  the  sum  to  which 

he  was  so  limited  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  for dollars,  to  his 

damage dollars. 

[Demand  op  Jitdgment.] 

§  1988.  Against  an  Auctioneer,  for  Selling  on  Credit 
against  Orders. 

Form  No.  SOL 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
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I.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18. .»  at ,  the 

defendant  was  engaged  ia  the  business  of  an  auctioneer,  and  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  deliver  to  him  [describe 
goods],  to  be  sold  bj  him  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  compensation, 
undertook  as  such,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  to  sell  the 
same  for  cash,  and  not  otherwise. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  delivered  said  goods  to  the  defendant 
for  that  purpose. 

III.  That  the  defendant  afterwards  sold  said  goods  on  credit 
without  the  plaintiff's  consent,  and  that  the  parties  to  whom 
such  sale  was  made  are  and  then  were  wholly  insolvent,  and  the 
debt  is  of  no  value;  to  the  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Debiand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1989.  Against  Auctioneer  or  Agent,  for  not  Acoount- 
ing. 

Ibrm  Ko,  602. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the    day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  the  plaintiff  shipped  from  the  port  of ,  con- 
signed to  the  defendant,  then  his  ngefit,  at ,  to  kcII  for 

cash  [describe  the  goods],  of  the  value  of dollars,  and 

gave  notice  of  said  consignment  to  the  defendant,  which 
agency,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  he  undertook  and  entered 
upon. 

II.  That  he  received  said  goods,  and  thereafter  sold  the  same, 

or  some  part  thereof,  on  account  of  the  plaintiff,  for 

dollars. 

III.  That  a  sufficient  and  a  reasonable  time  has  elapsed  siuco 
said  goods  were  received  and  sold  by  defendant,  yet  he  has 
neglected  and  refused,  and  still  neglects  and  refuses,  to  render 
to  the  plaintiff  a  just  and  true  account  of  such  sale,  and  of  the 
proceeds  thereof,  and  has  also  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 
over  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage dol- 
lars. 

[Demand  or  Judgment.] 

§  1990.  Agent. — In  an  action  agaiiust  an  agent  for  not  ac- 
counting, a  request  to  account  and  pay  over  must  be  allowed  in 
the  comi)laint  and  proved  at  the  trial. ^  But  the  principal  must 
make  demand  within  a  reasonable  lime  if  he  has  notice  of  the 
payment  of  money  to  his  agent  or  attorney,  and  if  he  neglects 
to  do  so,  the  statute  of  limitations  will  run.^ 

»  Bushnell  v.  McCauley,  7  Cal.  421.       •     «  Wiiitehead  v.  Wells,  29  Ark.  99. 
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§  1991 .  Against  Forwarding  Agent,  for  not  Forwarding 
Groods  as  Agreed. 

Form  No.  SOS. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complaiDS,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tbnt  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was 

a  forwarding  agent,  and  keeper  of  a  warehouse,  at ,  for 

the  reception  of  goods  intended  to  be  forwarded  by  him,  for 
hire,  from to 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  the  plaintiff  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant  certain  merchandise,  to  wit  [designate  the 

same],  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  which  the  defendant  received  and  undertook,  for  hire, 

to  forward  in  a  reasonable  time  from to ,  by 

vessel,  and  meanwhile  to  store  and  safely  keep  the  same. 

III.  That  after  the  defendant  received  said  goods,  such  a  vessel 
did,  within  a  reasonable  time  then  following,  to  wit,  on  or  about 

the day  of ,  18 , . ,  sail  from  said    to 

,  and  the  defendant  might  and  ought  to  have  delivered 

the  said  goods  to  the  master  of  such  vessel  for  the  purpose 
aforesaid. 

IV.  That  the  defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  re- 
spect, did  not  do  so,  or  otherwise  forward  said  goods  within  a 
reasonable  time,  but  kept  and  detained  the  same  in  his  said 
warehouse,  for  a  long  and  unreasonable  time,  to  wit,  four 
months,  whereby  the  said  goods  perished,  to  the  damage  of  the 

plaintiff do.lars. 

[Demand  of  Jdugment.] 

§  1992.  Forwarders  are  not  Insurers. — ^Forwarders  are 
not  insurers,  but  they  are  responsible  for  all  injuries  to  property 
while  in  their  charge,  resulting  from  negligence  or  misfeasance 
of  themselves,  their  agents,  or  employees.* 

§  1993.  Against  an  Attorney  for  Negligence  in  the 
Prosecution  of  a  Suit. 

Form  No,  6O4, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  men- 
tioned was,  an  attorney  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  state; 
that  the  plaintiff  on  or  about  the  month  of  ,  18. .,  re- 
tained and  employed  him  as  such  attorney,  to  prosecute  and 

conduct  an  action  in  the  superior  court  of  the  county  of , 

state  aforesaid,  on  behalf  of  this  plaintiff,  against  one  A.  B.,  for 

'  Hooper  v.  Wells.  Fargo  &  Co.,  27  Cal.  11. 
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the  recovery  of dollars,  due  from  him  to  this  plaintiff, 

aud  the  defendant  undertook  to  prosecute  said  action  in  a 
proper,  skillful,  and  diligent  manner,  as  the  attorney  of  the 
plaintiff. 

II.  That  the  defendant  might,  in  case  he  had  prosecuted  said 
action  with  due  diligence  and  skill,  have  obtained  final  judg- 
ment therein  for  this  plaintiff  before  the day  of  , 

18..,  but  he  so  negligently  and  unskillfully  conducted  said 
action,  that  by  his  negligence,  delay,  and  want  of  skill,  he  did 

not  obtain  judgment  until  the day  of   >  IB. . ,  and 

that  meanwhile  said  A.  B.  had  become  insolvent;  whereby  the 
plaintiff  was  hindei^d  and  deprived  of  the  means  of  recovering 
said  sum  of  money,  and  that  the  same  has  not,  nor  has  any  part 
thereof,  been  recovered  or  made  by  plaintiff,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  1994.  Attorneys,  Liabilities  of. — An  attorney  is  liable 
to  his  client  for  want  of  ordinary  care,  skill,  diligence,  and  in- 
tegrity.^ But  where  in  a  suit  a  question  has  been  made  and 
decided  by  the  supreme  court,  counsel  can  not  be  charged  with 
negligence  in  acting  upon  that  decision  as  the  law  of  the  case.' 
^or  where  he  accepts  as  correct  a  decision  jof  the  supreme 
court  of  his  own  state  in  advance  of  any  decision  by  the  United 
States  supreme  court  on  the  same  subject.' 

§  1995.  General  Averment  that  He  -was  Retained. — 
In  declaring  against  an  attorney  for  negligence,  it  is  only  nec- 
essary to  aver  generally  that  he  was  retained.  But  if  it  be 
alleged  that  he  was  retained  in  consideration  of  certain  reason- 
able fees  and  rewards  to  be  paid  him,  and  no  future  time  is 
agreed  upon  for  the  payment  of  such  fee,  the  declaration  must 
aver  payment,  and  the  omission  of  this  is  error.* 

§  1996.    For  Negligent  Defense. 

Fom^  No.  605, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  stated 
was,  an  attorney  at  law,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  month  of 

,  18. . ,  at ,  retained  him  as  such,  to  defend  on 

behalf  of  this  plaintiff  an  action  brought  against  him  by  A.  B., 

»  Gambert  v.  ilart,  44  Cal.  542;  see  *  Hastings  v.  Halleck.  13  Cal.  203. 

also,  as  to  negligeuce,  Drais  v.  Hogau,  '  Marsh    v.    Wliitmore,    21    WalL 

50  Id.  121.     As  to  the  law  of  Illinois  178. 

regulating  the  liabilities  of  attorneys,  *  Cavillaud  v.  Yale,  3  CaL  108. 
sec  Tuterbaugh's  PI.  and  Pr.  517. 
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then  pending  in  the court  of  said  state,  for  the  recov- 
ery of dollars,  and  the  defendant  undertook  to  defend 

said  action  in  a  proper,  skillful,  and  diligent  manner,  as  the 
attorney  of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  such  proceedings  were  had  in  such  action  that  on 

or  about  the  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  it  became  the  duty  of 

the  defendant,  as  the  attorney  of  this  plain tifif,  to  interpose  an 
answer  on  his  behalf  to  the  complaint  therein,  but  he  wholly 
neglected  so  to  do,  and  by  reason  thereof,  and  through  his 
neglect,  judgment  by  default  was  obtained  against  the  pluinliif 
in  said  action,  and  by  reason  thereof  this  plaintiff  was  compelled 

to  pay  to  the  said  A.  B dollars,  the  sum  so  recovered  by 

him,  and  was  put  to  costs  and  charges  in  his  endeavor  to  defend 

such  action,  amounting  to  the  sum  of dollars,  and 

lost  the  means  of  recovering  the  same  back  from  said  A.  B.,  to 

the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of   dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judomknt.] 

§  1997.  Existence  of  Pacts.— To  charge  an  attorney  with 
negligence,  in  failing  to  set  up  a  defense  based  upon  certain 
facts  communicated  to  him  by  his  client,  he  must  show  by  evi* 
dence  the  existence  of  such  facts,  and  that  they  were  suscep- 
tible of  proof  at  the  trial,  by  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence 
on  the  patt  of  his  attorney.* 

§  1998.    For  Negligence  in  Examining  Title. 

Form  No,  606. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  a  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  made  a 
contract  with  one  A.  B.  for  the  purchase  from  him  of  certain 
real  property  [describe  the  premises],  for  the  sum  of dol- 
lars, which  property  said  A.  B.  assumed  to  have  power  to  convey 
in  fee,  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances. 

II.  That  the  defendant  was  an  attorney,  and  the  plaintiff  at 

,  in  the  month  of i  18 . . ,  employed  him  as 

such  to  examiue  the  title  of  A.  B.  to  said  property,  and  to  ascer- 
tain if  the  title  was  good,  and  if  any  incumbrances  existed 
thereon,  and  to  cause  and  procure  an  estate  therein,  in  fee 
simple,  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances,  to  be  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  the  defendant,  for  compensation,  agreed  to  do. 

III.  That  the  defendant  negligently  and  unskillfully  con- 
ducted such  examination,  and  did  not  use  endeavors  to  cause  or 
procure  a  good  and  sujQ&cient  title,  in  fee,  clear  of  incumbrances, 

^  Hastings  v.  Halleck.  13  Cal.  203. 
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to  be  conveyed  to  the  plaintiflF ;  but  wrongfully  advised  and 

induced  the  plaintiff  to  pay  said  A.  B.  tbe  sum  of dollars, 

being  said  purchase-money  of  the  premises,  when  in  fact  said 
A.  B.  had  no  title  thereto  [or  when  said  property  was  subject 
to  incumbrances,  specifying  them  and  amount,  and  the  plaintiff, 
in  order  to  release  the  premises  from  said  incumbrances,  was 

obliged  to  pay  the  holders  thereof  the  sum  of dollars], 

to  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[DIEM▲^'D  OF  Judgment.] 

§  1990.  Kxaminlng  Title. — In  an  action  against  an  attorney 
for  negligence  in  examining  title,  it  is  not  sufiScient  to  allege 
that  the  property  was  incumbered.  The  declaration  must  show 
how  the  property  was  incumbered.^  The  law  implies  that  a  per- 
son engaged  in  searching  records  and  examining  titles  possesses 
the  knowledge  and  skill  requisite  for  the  business,  and  that  he 
will  use  ordinary  care;  and  for  a  failure  in  either  of  these  re- 
spects, he  is  liable  to  the  party  injured.* 

§  2000.  Against  a  Contractor,  for  Leaving  the  Street  in 
an  Inseoure  State,  Whereby  Plaintiff's  Horse  -was  In- 
jured. 

Form  No.  507. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

had  contracted  with ,  to  lay  down  pipes  in  and  under 

the  highway  known  as street,  in ,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supplying  the  said with  gas,  and  to  make  the 

proper  trenches  for  the  purpose;  and  when  such  pipes  were- 
laid  down  to  fill  up  properly  the  said  trenches,  and  to  put  and 
leave  the  said  highway  clear  and  in  a  reasonably  secure  condi- 
tion. 

II.  That  the  defendant  and  his  servants,  on  the day 

of 18. . ,  took  up  part  of  the  said  highway,  and  made 

trenches  and  holes  therein,  and  laid  down  said  pipes,  and  dis- 
placed the  earth  and  materials  of  the  said  highway,  and  care- 
lessly aud  negligently  left  tbe  said  highway  in  a  dangerous  aud 
improper  state,  in  consequence  whereof  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff, 

of  the  value  of dollars,  which  he  was  then  and  there 

lawfully  driving  along  the  said  highway,  fell  into  and  sunk 
therein,  and  was  wounded  and  lamed,  and  rendered  of  no  value, 
to  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

'  Elder  v.  Bogardus,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  1 16.  «  Chase  v.  Heancy,  70  III  268, 

EnsE,  Vol.  II— 3 
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§  2001.  Aooeptance. — After  acceptance  of  the  work  or  cou- 
struction  by  tlie  person  for  whom  it  was  built,  the  owner 
becomes  Imble  for  subsequent  injuries,  and  the  liability  of  the 
contractor  ceases.^ 

§  2002.  Against  Municipal  Ck>rporation  for  Damage 
Done  by  Mob  or  Riot. 

Form  No,  608. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  and  before  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  the 
plaintiff  was  the  occupant  of  [state  the  building],  and  therein 
he  conducted  a  business  as  [state  business]. 

II.  That  on  the  . . .  day  of ,  18. .,  a  mob  of  disor- 
derly and  riotous  persons  collected  together  in  said  city  and 
created  a  riot. 

III.  That  on  said  day  the  rioters  broke  into  the  plaintiff's 
said  premises,  and  carried  away  therefrom  and  destroyed  his 
goods  and  merchandise. 

lY.  That  the  said  defendants,  though  having  due  notice  of 
the  said  riot  immediately  upon  its  breaking  out,  did  not  them- 
selTes  protect  the  plaintiff's  property,  but  neglected  so  to  do. 

y .  That  the  yalue  of  his  said  goods  and  chattels  so  destroyed 

or  injured  by  the  said  rioters  was dollars,  and  he  also 

sustained  great  damage  by  the  breaking  into  his  premises,  and 

injury  to  the  building,  and  the  breaking  up  of  his  business  for 

weeks  thereafter,  by  reason  of  the  destruction  of  his 

stock  of  goods,  to  wit,  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2003.  Action  against  Municipality  for  Damage  Done 
Iry  Mob. — At  common  law  an  action  will  not  lie  in  behalf  of  an 
individual  who  has*  sustained  special  damage  from  the  neglect 
of  a  public  corporation  to  perform  a  public  duty.'  The  liability 
of  a  municipal  corporation  for  damages  done  by  a  mob  is  there- 
fore solely  the  result  of  statutes."  Under  such  statutes,  in  an 
action  against  a  city  or  county  for  damage  to  propeiiy  caused 
by  a  mob  or  riot,  an  averment  of  the  facts  and  the  damage  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  negative  negligence  or 
•carelessness  on  his  own  part.*    But  if  the  plaintiff  has  knowl- 

^  Boswell  V.  Laird,  S  CaL  469.  California  statute  in  reference  to  this 

2  Pray  V.  Mayor  of  Jersey  City,  3  BubJ3ct,BeePol.  Code,  sees.  4432-4467. 

"Vroom,  394.  *\Volfe  v.  The  Suj)ervisors  of  Kich- 

«Clear  UkeW.Co. v.  LakeConnty,  mond  Co.,  19  How.  Pn  370;  S.  C,  U 

45vCaL  90.     For  the  provisions  of  the  Abb.  Pr.  270. 
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edge  of  the  impendiDg  danger,  and  neglects  to  inform  the  au- 
thorities, it  may  be  a  valid  defense.^  Nor  is  it  necessary  to 
present  such  to  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  before  an 
action  can  be  brought  thereon.'  If  the  plaintiff  recover  judg- 
ment in  such  action,  the  judgment  must  be  ordered  paid  by  the 
supervisors,  unless  they  determine  to  appeal.  If  the  county 
treasurer  refuses  to  pay  such  claim,  mandamus  is  the  proper 
remedy  to  compel  him  to  do  so.' 

§  2004.  Conflagration. — The  constitutional  provision  that 
requires  payment  for  private  property'  taken  for  public  use  does 
not  apply  in  the  case  of  destroying  a  house  to  stop  a  conflagra- 
tion. This  right  belongs  to  the  state  in  virtue  of  her  right  of  emi- 
nent domain.^  A  city  is  not  liable  for  the  destruction  of  a  build- 
ing to  prevent  the  spread  of  a  fire,  whether  by  private  individuals 
or  by  order  of  tLe  city  authorities  assuming  to  act  officially/ 

§  2005.    Against  a  Railroad,  for  Killing  Cattle. 

Farm  No.  609, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
wns  a  corporation  duly  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state, 

and  was  owner  of  a  certain  railroad,  known  as  the 

Railroad,  together  with  the  track,  cars,  locomotives,  and  other 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  was 

the  owner  and  possessed  of  certain  cattle,  to  wit,  five  cows 
and  two  oxen  [or  any  other  stock,  as  the  case  may  be],  of 
the  value  of dollars,  and  which  cows  and  oxen  casu- 
ally, and  without  the  fault  of  said  plaintiff,  strayed  in  and 
upon  the  track  and  ground  occupied  by  the  railroad  of  the  said 
defendant  ut    ; 

III.  Tbat  the  said  defendants  by  its  agents  and  servants,  not 

regarding  its  duty  in  tbat  respect,  so  carelessly  and  negligently 

lati  and  managed  said  locomotives  and  cars,  that  the  same  ran 

against  and  over  the  said  cows  and  oxen  of  the  said  plaintiff, 

and  killed  and  destroyed  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

'  Wing  Chung  v.  Los  Angeles,  47  '  Clear  Lake  W.  Co.  v.  Lake  Co.,  45 

Cal.  .031.     As  to  liability  uf  city  and  Cal.  90;  Bank  of  California  v.  Sliriber, 

county,  sec  Darlington  v.   Mayor  of  55  Id.  322. 

N.  Y.,  23  How.  Ir.  332;  Moixiy  v.  » Jiank  of  California  v.  Shaber,  55 

Bui/en'isors  of  Niagara  Co.,  4G  liaib.  Cal.  322. 

Coi);  Schiellfiii  v.  Suiht  visors  of  Kiugs  *  Surocco  v.  Geary,  3  Cal.  C9. 

Co.,4.{  Id.  490;  BlodgeLt  v.  City  of  ^  McDonald  v.  City  of  Ued  Wing,  13 

Syracuse,  30  Id.  526.  Minn.  38. 
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§  200G.  Allegation  of  Place. — A  complaint  in  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company,  to  recover  the  value  of  animals 
killed  on  its  track,  which  alleges  that  at  the  place  and  time 
Avhen  said  animals  were  killed  by  the  defendant's  locomotive 
and  cars  the  same  was  not  securely  fenced  as  required  by  law, 
sufficiently  alleges  that  the  railroad  was  not  securely  fenced  at 
the  place  the  cattle  entered  upon  the  track.'    A  complaint  j 

against  a  railroad  company,  for  stock  killed  by  the  machinery  of 
the  company,  is  bad,  even  after  verdict,  if  it  fail  to  aver  negli-  i 

gence,  or  that  the  road  was  not  fenced.*  j 

§  2007.  Fence  on  Line  of  Road.— The  provision  of  the 
law  requiring  railroad  companies  to  fence  along  the  line  of 
their  road  may  be  waived  by  adjoining  owners.'  A  railroad  is 
not  bound  to  maintain  a  fence  on  the  line  of  its  road  against 
cattle  unlawfully  in  a  pasture  adjoining.*  A  railroad  company 
was  required  by  statute  to  maintain  "  fences  suitable  for  the 
security  of  the  land-owners,"  on  both  sides  of  its  road.  Plaint- 
iff's sheep  having  been  suffered  to  go  unlawfully  on  land  ad- 
joining said  road,  got  through  a  defective  part  of  the  fence 
upon  the  road,  and  were  killed  by  the  train.  As  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  train  was  negligently  managed,  it  was  held  that 
the  company  was  not  liable.*  Otherwise,  if  the  company  was 
grossly  negligent."  In  California,  under  section  485  of  the 
civil  code,  a  railroad  corporation  is  liable  for  injuries  inflicted 
by  it  on  a  horse  and  the  person  riding  it,  when  such  injuries 
are  occasioned,  without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  rider,  on 
a  portion  of  the  road  which  was  not  inclosed  as  required  by 
such  section.  Whether  the  rider  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  is  a  question  for  the  jury.'  If  an  insufficient  bar- 
way  is  placed  by  a  railroad  company  in  a  fence  on  the  line  of 
its  road,  at  the  request  of  and  for  the  use  of  the  owner  of 
adjoining  land,  and  he  uses  the  same  and  does  not  complain  of 
its  insufficiency,  or  notify  the  company  to  alter  it,  the  comimny 
is  not  liable  for  damages  for  injuries  to  his  cattle,  happening  in 
consequence  of  the  barway  being  too  low  to  turn  cattle.' 

*  Indianapolis  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  bash  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Furgnsson, 
Adkms,  2:{  Ind.  340.  42  111.  449;  Price  v.  N.  J.  R.  11.  & 

''Indianapolis    etc.   R.   R.   Co.    v.  T.  Co.,  3  Vroom,  19. 

Bnicey,  21  Ind.  215.  siLinois  Cent  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wren, 

» Enright  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  43  111.  77. 

Co.,  33  Cal.  230.  ^  Hynes  v.  S.  F.  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  3 

*  May  berry   v.   Concord    Railway,  West  Coast  Rep.  99. 
47  N.  II.  391.  ^Enrigl.t  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R, 

»  Eames  v.  Salem  A  Lowell  R.  R.    Co.,  33  OaL  230. 
Co.,  98  Mass.  5G0;  see  Toledo,  VVa- 
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§  2008.  Negligence  Defined. — ^Negligence  is  the  omission 
to  do  sometbiDg  wLich  a  reasonable  man,  guided  bv  those  con- 
siderations which  ordinarily  regulate  the  conduct  of  human 
affairs,  would  do,  or  doing  something  which  a  prudent  and  rea- 
sonable man  would  not  do.  It  is  not  absolute  or  intrinsic,  but 
always  relative  to  some  circumstance  of  time,  place,  or  person.* 
Negligence  is  a  violation  of  the  obligation  which'  enjoins  care 
and  caution  in  what  we  do;  but  this  duty  is  relative,  and  where 
it  has  no  existence  between  particular  parties  there  can  be  no 
such  thing  as  negligence  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term.' 

§  2009.  Negligence,  Proximate  and  Renaote.— When  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  is  proximate,  and  that  of  the 
plaintiff  remote,  the  action  can  be  sustained,  although  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entirely  without  fault.'  So  in  the  case  of  injury 
to  a  domestic  animal  by  an  engine  and  train,  if  the  plaintiff  were 
guilty  of  negligence,  or  even  of  positive  wrong,  in  placing  his 
horse  on  the  road,  the  defendants  were  bound  to  exercise  a  rea- 
sonable care  and  diligence  in  the  use  of  their  road  and  manage- 
ment of  their  train,  and  if  for  the  want  of  that  care  the  injury 
arose,  they  are  liable.*  The  negligence  which  disables  a  plaintiff 
from  recovering  must  be  a  negligence  which  directly  or  by  nat- 
ural consequence  conduced  to  the  injury.*  Where  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  railroad  company  a  fire  is  communicated  by  the  sparks 
of  an  engine  to  the  premises  of  one  person,  and  spreads  to  those 
of  anotber,  the  railroad  company  is  liable  for  the  injury  to  such 
second  person  if  the  damage  is  the  natural  or  direct  consequence 
of  the  original  firing.* 

§  2010.  Negligence,  hew  Alleged.— Negligence  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  or  mixed  law  and  fact;  and  in  pleading  it  has  been 
held  only  necessary  to  aver  negligence  generally,  not  the  spe- 
cific facts  constituting  negligence.'  It  is  always  safer,  however, 
to  allege  the  facts  constituting  the  negligence.  And  where  the 
negligence  consists  in  the  omission  of  a  duty,  the  facts  which 


^  Broom's  Leg.  Max.  329;  Richard- 
son V.  Kier,  34  Cal.  63. 

^Tonawanda  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hunger, 
5  Den.  255. 

'  Miss.  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mason,  51 
Miss.  234. 

*  Necdham  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Co., 
37  Cal.  409;  citing  Kerw hacker  v.  C. 
C.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Ohio  St.  172;  C. 
C.  &  C.  R.  n.  Co.  V.  Elliott,  4  Id.  474; 
Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Co.,  3  M.  &  W.  246;  Davics  v.  Mann, 
10  Id.  546;   lilidge  v.  Goodwin,  5  C. 


&  P.  190:  Mayor  of  Colchester  v. 
Brooke,  53  E.  C.  L.  376;  and  see  also 
Kline  v.  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  400. 

*  Richmond  v.  Sac.  Val.  R.  R.  Co., 
18  Cal.  351;  McQuilkin  v.  Central 
Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  1  West  Coast  Rep. 
479. 

«  Henry  v.  S.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  Cal. 
176;  see  also  Perry  v.  S.  P.  R.  Co., 
Id.  578. 

^  McCauley  y.  Davidson,  10  Minn. 
418. 
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are  relied  on  must  be  alleged.*  A  complaint  for  injury  by  neg- 
ligence must  show  the  defendant  to  be  in  actual  default,  or  it 
Vfil  not  be  sustaiqable.'  In  Utah,  in  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  a  loss  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany, when  the  complaint  is  framed  to  recover  on  the  common- 
law  liability  of  the  company,  the  defendant's  negligence  must 
be  proved.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  in  such  proof  on  thei  trial,  he 
can  not  abandon  the  action  as  brought,  and  claim  a  recovery 
under  a  statute  which  makes  the  company  liable  as  an  insurer 
against  a  loss  such  as  the  one  suffered  by  him." 

§  2011.  Co-operating  Negligence. — It  has  been  held  in 
New  York  that  a  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  negligenth' 
running  its  engine  upon  and  killing  domestic  animals  found 
upon  its  road,  unless  its  acts  were  heedless  and  wanton/  The 
reason  of  this  rule  is  co-operating  negligence  of  the  owner  of 
the  animals;  and  the  fact  of  the  trespass  of  the  animals  on  the 
property*  of  the  defendant  constitutes  a  decisive  obstacle  to  any 
recovery  of  damages  for  injury  to  them.  It  is,  strictly  speak- 
ing, damnum  absque  injuria.^  The  general  rule  upon  which 
the  above  decisions  are  founded,  that  a  plaintiff  can  not  recover 
for  the  negligence  of  a  defendant,  if  his  own  want  of  care  or 
negligence  has  in  any  degree  contributed  to  the  result  com- 
plained of,  was  approved  in  Gay  v.  Winter,  34  Cal.  153,  for  the 
reason  that  both  parties  being  at  fault,  there  can  be  no  appor- 
tionment of  the  damages,®  and  not  that  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff  justifies  or  excuses  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
whicli  would  seem  to  be  the  true  reason  in  the  estimation  of  the 
New  York  courts.^  In  California  a  railroad  company  is  respon- 
bible  for  damages  done  cattle  by  running  over  them  on  the 
track,  if  the  accident  could  have  been  avoided  by  ordinary'  care 
and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  and  this  though  the 
owner  of  the  cattle  permits  them  to  run  at  large  near  the  line 
of  the  railroad.*  But  if  they  could  not  by  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  avoid   the  accident,  they  are  not  liable.*    The  New 

• 

'  City  of  Buffalo  v.  HoUoway,  7  N.  *  Seo  Tonawanda  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mim- 

Y.  493,  affirniing  S.  C,  14  Barb.  101;  ger,  5  Deu.  255. 

Taylor  v.  Atlantic  Miit.  Ins.  Co.,  2  ''Id.;    see  also  AVilds  v.    Hudson 

Bosw.    100;    Congreve  v.  Morgan,  4  River  11.  R.,  24  N.  Y.  430. 

Duer,  4.S9;  Seymour  v.   Matldox,  16  ^Ti-ow  v.  Vermont  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  24 

Q.  B.  326;   S.  C,  71  Enc.  Com.   L.  Vt.  494. 

326;  and  see  McGinity  v.  Mayor  etc.,  ^  Needhom  v.  S.  F.  and  S.  J.  R.  R. 

6  Duer,  G74.  Co.,  37  Cal.  409. 

^  Taylor  v.  The  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  *  Richmond  v.  Sac.  VaL  R.  R.,  18 

Co.,  2  Bosw.  106.  Cal.  ;iil. 

^  Davis  V.  Utah  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  2  »Id. 
West  Coast  Rep.  453. 
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York  courts  Reem  to  ignore  all  distinction  between  cases  where 
the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  is  proximate  and  where  it  is  re- 
mote; and  in  not  limiting  the  rule  of  liability,  which  they 
announce,  to  the  former.*  The  fa4se  reasoning  of  the  New  York 
courts  upon  this  question  has  been  ably  discussed  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Conneciicut,  in  the  case  of  Isbell  t.  N.  Y.  and 
N.  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  27  Conn.  404,  where  it  says:  A  remote  fault 
in  one  party  does  not  of  course  dispense  with  care  in  the  other. 
It  may  even  make  it  more  necessary  and  important,  if  thereby 
a  calamitous  injury  can  be  avoided,  or  an  unavoidable  calamity 
essentially  mitigated.' 

§  2012.  Parties  Plaintiff — A  party  in  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  cattle  at  the  time  of  the  injury  can  maintain  an  action 
for  an  injury  to  them  while  in  his  possession.' 

§  2013.  Several  Acts  of  Negligence. — Where  several  acts 
of  negligence  cause  but  one  injury,  the  plaintiff  may  allege  all 
the  acts  of  negligence  in  one  count,  and  aver  that  they  were 
the  cause,  and  any  one  of  them  proved  upon  the  trial  will  sus- 
tain his  complaint.^ 

§  2014.  For  Kindling  a  Fire  on  Defendant's  Iiand, 
^whereby  Plaintiff's  Property  -was  Burned. 

Foi-m  No.  610. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  about acres  of  land,  in 

,  on  which  there  was  an  orchard  and  fences,  and  also  a 

barn  containing tons  of  hay. 

II.  That  the  defendant  on  that  day  intentionally  kindled  a 
fire  on  his  land  next  adjoining  to  the  plaintiff's,  and  at  the  dis- 
tance of 3'ards  therefrom,  and  so  negligently  watched 

and  tended  the  said  fire  that  it  cnme  into  tbe  plaintiff's  said 
land,  consumed  said  barn  and  hay  of  the  value  of dol- 
lars, and  also  [state  special  damage]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2015.  Against  Railroad  Companies. — The  fact  that  fire 
was   communicated   from   the   engine   of  defendant's  cars  to 

'Needbam  v.  S.  F.  and  S.  J.  R.  R.  Stark.  377;  Mnnroe  v.  Leach,  7  Met. 

Co.,  37  Cal.  409.  274;    Paiker  v.   Adams,  J 2  hi.   415; 

*  So,  also,  see  the  supreme  court  of  Browiiellv.  Flagler,  5  Hill,  28*2;  Brown 

Vermont,  in  the  case  of  Trow  v.  Ver-  v.   Maxwell.  G  hi.  592;    Williaiiis  v. 

mont  Central  R.  K.  Co.,  24  Vt.  494;  Holhuid,  G  C.  &  P.  23. 
where  the  distinction  between  **prox-         '^  Polk  v.  Coffin,  9  Cal.  5G. 
imato"  and  '^remote"   negligence  is        *  Dickens   v.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R. 

clearly  delineil.     S<'e  also,  sustaining  Co.,  13  llow.  Pr.  228.  , 

these  principles,   Hill  v.  Warren,  2 
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plaintiff's  gram,  with  proof  that  this  result  was  not  probable 
from  the  ordinary  working  of  the  engine,  \b  prima  facie  proof  of 
negligence  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury.'  And  the  fact  that  a 
railroad  company  permits  dry  grass,  which  will  readily  take  fire, 
to  remain  on  its  track,  is  competent  evidence  on  the  question  of 
negligence,  although  not  negligence  per  «e.*  Under  a  statute 
making  railroad  companies  liable  for  fires  "  communicated  "  by 
their  engines,  a  railroad  company  is  liable  for  the  destruction 
of  woods  half  a  mile  from  its  track,  by  a  fire  started  by  a  spark 
from  one  of  its  engines,  and  spreading  across  land  of  different 
proprietors,  and  a  highway,  in  a  direct  line  to  said  woods.* 
Such  corporation,  however,  is  not  liable  for  damages  caused  by 
sparks  emitted  from  one  of  its  locomotives,  if  the  same  was  in 
good  repair,  properly  constructed,  and  supplied  with  the  best 
appliances  in  use  to  prevent  the  escape  of  fire,  unless  the  sparks 
escaped  through  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and  servants  of 
the  company.* 
§  2016.    For  Chasing  Plalntifi*'s  Cattle. 

Form  No.  611. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  negligently  chased  and  drove  about  [describe  the  cat- 
tle] of  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  by  reason  thereof,  the  said  [describe  the  cattle]  of 
the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  were  greatly'  dam- 
aged and  injured,  and of  them  died,  and  the  residue  of 

them  were  injured  and  rendered  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
plaintiff's  damage  in dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  2017.    For  Keeping  Dog  Acoustomed  to  Bite  Aoimals 

Form  No,  612. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 
wrongfully  kept  a  dog,  well  knowing  him  to  be  of  a  ferocious 
and  mischievous  disposition,  and  accustomed  to  attack  and  bite 
[sheep  and  lambs,  or  as  the  case  may  be]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  the 

*  Hull  V.  Sac.  Val.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Mass.  414;  see,  also,  Illinois  Cent.  R, 

Cal.  387.  R.   Co.  v.   McClelland,   42  111.   355; 

''  Perry  v.  S.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  Cal.  Same  v.  Mills,  Id.  407. 

578;  see,  also,  Cleland  v.  Thornton,  *  Smyth  v.   S.  &  C.   R.  R.  Co.,  3 

43  Id.  437.  West  Coast  Hep.  575. 

^  Perley  v.  Eastern  R.  R.  Co.,  98 
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said  dog,  while  in  the  keeping  of  the  defendant,  attacked  and 
bib  [or  hunted,  chased,  bit,  and  worried],  [sheep  or  lambs,  or  as 
the  case  may  be],  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  in  consequence  thereof,  the  said  [sheep  and  lambs,  or 

as  the  case  may  be]  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars, 

died,  and  became  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  residue  of 
the  said  sheep  and  lambs  of  the  said  plaintiff,  being  also  of 
great  value,  were  injured,  and  rendered  of  no  value  to  the 

plaintiff,  to  his  damage dcllars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2018.  Joint  Action. — In  New  York,  a  joint  action  does 
not  lie  against  the  joint  owners  of  dogs  by  whom  the  sheep  of  a 
third  person  have  been  worried  and  killed.^ 

§  2019.  Ownership. — It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  tbat  the 
defendant  owned  the  dog.  It  is  suf&cient  to  prove  that  the  de- 
fendant kept  the  dog.' 

§  2020.  Vioious  Habits,— When  injury  to  plaintiff's  horse 
was  inflicted  by  that  of  the  defendant,  while  trespassing,  it  was 
held  unnecessary  to  make  any  averment  of  vicious  habits.' 

§  2021.    For  Shooting  Plaintiff's  Dog. 

Form  No,  51S, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  maliciously  shot  and  killed  a  dog,  the  property  o'f  the 

plaintiff,  of  the  value  of dollars,  to  the  damage  of  the 

plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2022.  For  Untying  Plaintiff's  Boat,  by  Reason  of 
Which  it  -was  Carried  by  the  Current  against  a  Bridge, 
and  Ixijured. 

Form  No.  6I4. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . .  the  plaintiff  was 

possessed  of  a  fishing  boat,  called  [etc.],  of  the  value  of 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  maliciously  untied  said  boat,  and  it 
therefore  floated  with  the  stream  against  a  bridge,  and  was 
thereby  broken  and  destroyed,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 
dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

» VanSteenl>ergv.  Tobias,  17  Wend.        •  Dunckle  v.  Kocker,  11  Barb.  387; 
662;  Aucluiuity  v.  Ham,  1  Dan.  495.     Popplewell  v.  Jfierce,  lOCusb.  509. 
^  Wakinson  v.  Parrott,  32  CaL  102. 
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§  2023.  Collision. — In  case  of  collision  occasioned  by  the 
fault  of  a  vessel  under  compulsory  pilotage,  iu  goiug  at  too 
great  speed,  where  no  contributory  negligence  ou  the  part  of 
tbe  master  or  crew  is  proved,  the  owners  of  the  vessel  are  not 
liable.*  When  a  vessel  is  properly  in  charge  of  a  licensed  i)ilot, 
the  owner  is  not  responsible  for  damages  which  may  ensue  from 
the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the  pilot.* 

§  2024.  For  Flowing  Water  from  Roof  on  Plaintiff's 
Premises. 

Ffynti  No,  616, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18«  • »  the  plaintiff 

was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  dwelling-bouse  and  premises,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  and  in  which  the  plaintiff  and  his  family 
then  lived. 

II.  Tbat  the  defendant  wrongfully  erected  a  building  near 
the  said  dwelliug-house  of  the  plaintiff,  in  so  careless  and  im- 
proper a  manner,  that  by  reason  thereof,  on  said  day,  and  at 
other  times  afterwards,  and  before  this  action,  large  quantities 
of  rain-water  ran  from  said  building  upon  and  into  tbe  said 
dwelling-house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  walls,  ceil-' 
ings  [or  otherwise  state  damage  done,  according  to  tbe  fact],  and 
other  parts  thereof  were  tbereby  wet  and  damaged,  and  became 
not  fit  for  habitation,  to  tbe  damage  of  plaintiff  in dollars. 

[DfiMAKo  OF  Judgment.] 

§  2025.  For  Negligence  of  Mill  Ovmers,  -vtrhereby 
Plaintifi^'  Land  -was  Overflo^wed. 

Form  No,  616, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiffs  complain,  and  allege: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18  • . »  the  plaintiffs 

were,  and  still  are,  the  owners  of  a  valuable  mining  claim  [or 

otherwise  designate  the  property],  situated  at ,  upon 

which  they  had  bestowed  great  labor  in  putting  tbe  same  iu 
working  order. 

II.  Tbat  at  the  same  time  the  defendants  were  the  owners  of 

[or  were  possessed  of  and  using]  a  reservoir  situated  on , 

wherein  they  collected  a  large  body  of  water,  which  would  oth- 
erwise have  flowed  down  the  said  streau),  and  were  eng-iged  in 
furnishing  such  water  to  miners  and  others,  by  means  of  a  ditch 
or  canal. 

'G.  S.  N.  Co.  V.  B.  &  C.  S.  N.  Co.,  L.  R.,  4  Exch.  238. 
»  Griswold  v.  .Sliarpe,  2  Cal.  17. 
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III.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of t  18. . , 

the  plaintiflfs  were  engaged  in  their  work  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
defendants'  said  reservoir,  by  reason  of  some  defect  in  its  con- 
struction, or  insufficiency  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  con- 
structed, broke  away,  discharging  an  immense  and  unusual 
body  of  water,  which  they  had  collected  in  said  reservoir;  which 
Raid  water  so  discharged  flowed  in  and  upon  plain tiflfs'  mining 
claim  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  filling  the  same  with  large  quan- 
tities of  earth,  stone,  and  rubbish,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiffs 

in dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  2026.  Avoidance  of  Injuries.— The  fact  that  plaintiffs 
could  have  prevented  the  damage  by  pulling  off  a  board  from 
defendant's  flume  is  no  defense,  because  they  were  not  obliged 
to  avoid  the  injuries  complained  of  by  committing  a  trespass.* 

§  2027.  Construction  of  Water  Ditch.— The  question  of 
negligence  in  the  management  of  a  water  ditch,  and  the  degree 
of  it,  must  necessarily  depend  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  sur- 
rounding facts,  such  as  the  existence  and  exposure  of  property 
below  the  dam."  The  owner  of  a  dam  is  bound  to  see  to  his 
own  property,  and  to  so  govern  and  control  it  that  injury  may 
not  result  to  his  neighbors.'  In  consequence  of  the  negligent 
construction  of  a  cut  made  by  the  defendants,  the  waters  of  a 
neighboring  river  flooded  the  adjoining  land.  The  plaintiff 
owning  land  east  of  the  cut  closed  the  culvert  to  prevent  his 
land  being  flooded,  but  the  owners  on  the  west  re-opened  it 
and  the  plaintiff's  land  was  flooded  in  consequence;  it  was  held 
that  defendants  were  liable  for  the  whole  damage,  whether  the 
opening  was  right  or  wrong.* 

§  2028.  Defect  in  (construction  of  Dam. — In  an  action 
for  damages  for  breaking  defendants'  dam  and  flooding  the 
plaintiffs'  mining  claim,  a  complaint  in  one  count  charging  that 
**  the  defendants'  said  reservoir,  by  reason  of  some  defect  in  its 
construction,  insufficiency  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  con- 
structed, or  carelessness  and  mismanagement  on  the  part  of  the 
said  defendants,  broke  away,"  etc.,  is  sufficient.'  Whether  such 
negligence  arose  from  the  want  of  care  in  constructing  the  dam, 
or  want  of  care  in  letting  off  the  water,  is  not  sufficiently  mate- 
rial, under  our  system  of  i)leading,  to  require  separate  counts.* 

'  \VV«lf  V.  St.  Louis  Ind.  Water  Co.,  *  Collins  v.  Middle  Level  Cominis- 

15  Cal.  319.  sioncrs,  L.  R.,  4  C.  P.  279. 

^  Wolf    V.   St.   Louis  Indepeudeut  *  Hoffman  v.  Tuolumne  Water  Co., 

Watt-r  Co.,  10  Cal.  541.  10  Cal.  413. 

'  Fraler  v.  Sears  Union  Water  Co.,  *•  Id. 
12  Cal.  555, 
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Whether  the  absence  of  waste-water  gates  in  a  dam  is  negligence 
is  a  question  for  the  jury.* 

§  2029.  Degree  of  Care  Necessary. — In  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  alleged  injury  to  plaintiff 's  land,  resulting 
from  the  careless  management  of  defendant's  water  ditch,  which 
traversed  the  land,  it  is  held,  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
exercise  no  greater  care  to  avoid  the  alleged  injury  to  the  ad- 
joining lands  than  prudent  persons  would  employ  about  their 
own  affairs,  under  similar  circumstances.' 

§  2030.  Form  of  Complaint. — A  complaint  which  alleges 
that  the  plaintiffs  were,  on  a  certain  day,  the  owners  and  pro- 
prietors of  a  certain  valuable  water  ditch  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
veying vVater,  and  at  which  time  and  place  the  defendants  were 
also  the  owners  of  a  certain  other  water  ditch  for  the  purpose 
aforesaid,  and  that  afterwards,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  at, 
etc.,  aforesaid,  the  said  defendants'  ditch  was  so  badly  and 
negligently  constructed  and  managed,  and  the  water  therein  so 
negligently  and  carelessly  attended  to,  that  said  ditch  broke 
and  gave  way,  and  the  water  therein  flowed  over  and  upon  the 
ditch  of  plaintiffs,  greatly  damaging  and  injuring  the  same,  and 
carrying  down  therein  and  thereon  great  quantities  of  rock, 
stone,  earth,  and  rubbish,  and  breaking  said  plaintiffs'  ditch, 
and  depriving  them  of  the  use  and  profit  of  the  water  flowing 
therein,  to  said  plaintiffs'  damage  $3,000,  and  thereof  they  bring 
suit,  is  sufficient.' 

§  2031.  Mining. — If  a  party  engaged  in  coal  mining  causes 
water  with  earth  and  refuse  to  descend  upon  the  land  of  another 
so  as  to  destroy  the  value  of  such  land  for  cultivation,  as  the 
direct  result  of  the  act  of  the  miner  and  not  the  result  of  the 
law  of  gravitation,  the  person  whose  land  is  injured  may  recover 
damages.* 

§  2032.  Against  Water  Company  for  Negligent  Eseape 
of  Water. 

Form  No,  517, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of 1 18 . . ,  the  plaintiff  was 

in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  that  certain  building  situate 
on street,  in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco, 

'  Wcidckind  v.  Tuolumne  Co.  W.  Columbia  &  Stanislaus  Water  Co.,  10 

Co.,  3  West  Coast  Rep.  376.  Cal.  193. 

^  Campbell  v.  B.  R.  &  Aub.  W.  &        *  Robinson  v.  Black  Diamond  Coal 

M.  Co.,  35  Cal.  679.  Co.,  60  Cal.  460;  Smith  v.  Fletcher, 

'  Tuolumne  County  Water  Co.  v.  L.  R.,  7  Exch.  305. 
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• 

known  as  No ,  and  waa  engaged  in  carrying  on  therein 

a  general  merchandise  business,  and  owned  and  had  stored 

therein  large  quantities  of  goods,  to  wit, ,  of  the  value 

of dollars. 

II.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  all  times  herein  mentioned 
-was,  a  corporation,  duly  incorporated  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  California,  and  that  the  business  of  said 
corporation  has  been  and  is  to  supply  the  inhabitants  of  said 
city  and  county  with  fresh  water,  which  water  was  and  is  sup- 
l^lied  through  iron  pipes  heretofore  laid  by  the  defendant 
through  the  principal  streets  of  the  said  cily  and  county,  and 
that  said  pipes  were  and  are  owned  and  controlled  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

III.  That  at  all  the  times  herein  mentioned  a  water  pipe  or 

main  was  laid  on  said street,  through  which  water  was 

then  flowing  in  great  quantity,  and  with  great  velocity,  and 
under  great  pressure,  and  that  said  pipe  was  then  owned  and 
controlled  by  the  defendant,  and  was  used  by  it  in  conduct- 
ing and  distributing  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  said  city  and 
county. 

lY.  That  on  said  last  mentioned  day  defendant,  by  its  agents 
and  servants,  was  engaged  in  repairing  said  water  pipe  or  main, 

situate,  as  aforesaid,  on street,  while  the  water  was 

flowing  through  said  main,  but  in  so  doing  did  not  use  pro2)er 
or  any  care  therein,  as  it  could  and  should  have  done,  by 
shuttiog  ofif  the  flow  of  water  through  said  main  during  the 
process  of  making  said  repairs,  but  on  th&  contrary,  said  de- 
fendant and  its  agents  and  servants  were  guilty  of  gross  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  in  endeavoring  to  make  said  repairs 
while  the  water  continued  to  flow  through  said  principal  main, 
and  thereby  a  large  quantity  of  water  was  permitted  to  escape, 
and  did  escape,  from  said  main  with  great  force  and  velocity 
and  under  great  pressure,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  said  water 
ascended  to  a  great  height,  to  wit,  to  the  height  of  forty  feet 
and  upwards,  and  fell  upon  the  roof  of  the  building  occupied 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  descended  into  the  floors  below,  and  flowed 
over,  upon,  and  around  goods  which  this  plaintiff  then  owned 
and  had  there  stored,  and  completely  destroyed  and  rendered 
valueless  large  quantities  of  the  same,  which  v/ere  then  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars  and  upwards, 
to  the  great  injury  and  damage  of  this  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of 
one  thousand  dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


46  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2033. 

§  2033.    For  Undermining  Plaintiff 's  Ijand. 

Form  No.  618, 

[TiTLK.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was 
possessed  of  certain  land,  a  part  of  his  farm  in  the  town  of,  etc., 
[briefly  describe]. 

II.  That  in  the  montli  of    ,  18. .,  the  defendant 

wrongfully  and  negligently  excavated  the  laiid  adjacent  to  the 
plaintiff's  said  land,  without  leaving  proper  and  sufficient  sup- 
port for  the  soil  of  the  plaintiff's  land  in  its  natural  state, 
whereby  it  sank  and  gave  way,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2034.    For  Undermining  Plaintiff's  Building. 

Form  No.  519. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  plaintiff  was  pos- 
sessed of  certain  land,  with  buildings  thereon  [briefly  describe 
the  premises],  which  were  supported  by  the  adjacent  land  and 
the  soil  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  them 
so  supported. 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

wrongfully  and  negligently  excavated  the  land  adjacent  to  plaint- 
iff's  said  land  and  buildings,  and  removed  the  earth  therefrom, 
without  leaving  sufficient  support  for  the  plaintiff's  said  laud 
and  buildings,  by  reason  whereof  the  same  sank  and  gsive  way, 
and  the  house  fell  in  and  was  destroyed,  and  the  furtiiture  of 
the  plaintiff  was  damaged  and  broken;  and  the  plaintiff  was 

compelled  to  pay dollars,  in  procuring  another  house, 

and   dollars  in  removing  and  repairing  his  goods,  and 

dollars  in  removing  the  ruins  of  the  house  and  rebuild- 
ing the  same,  to  his  damage  in dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jcdoment.] 

§  2035.    Reversioner,  Allegation  by. 

Form  No.  520. 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was, 
and  still  is,  owner  of  certain  land  [briefly  describe  the  same], 
which  was  then  in  the  occupation  of  A.  B.,  as  tenant  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff. 

§  203G.    For  not  Using  Due  Care  and  SkiU  in  Repairing. 

Form  No.  521. 
[TrrLE.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 
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I.  That  the  defendant  is  a  watcbmaker,  at ,  and  on 

the day  of ,  18. . ,  tbe  plaintiff  delivered  to  liim, 

as  such,  a  gold  watch  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of  

dollars,  to  be  repaired  by  the  defendaut,  for  reward. 

II.  Tbat  the  defendant  then  and  tbere  undertook  said  em- 
ployment, and  to  use  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing  said  watch, 
and.  to  take  due  care  tbereof  while  in  his  possession,  and  to  re- 
deliver the  same  to  the  plaintiff  on  request. 

III.  Tbat  tbe  defendaut  did  not  take  proper  care  of  the  said 
watch  wbilst  in  his  possession,  and  did  not  use  due  care  or  skill 
in  repairing  the  said  watch,  but,  on  the  contrary,  did  bis  work 
in  so  careless  and  unworkmanlike  a  manner  tbat  no  benefit  was 
derived  tberefrom,  and  the  said  watch  was  broken  and  rendered 
worthless,  to  tbe  damage  of  tbe  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2037.    Against  Watchmaker,  for  not  Returning  Watch. 

Form  No,  522, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [As  in  form  No.  521.] 

II.  [As  in  form  No.  521.] 

III.  That  after  a  reasonable  time  for  the  repair  of  said  watch, 

and  on  or  about  tbe day  of ,  the  plaintiff  requested 

tbe  defendant  to  redeliver  the  said  watch;  but  he  refused  so  to 
do^  to  the  damage  of  tbe  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 


CHAPTER  IV. 

SLANDER  OF  TITLE. 

§  2038.    Common  Form. 

Form  No,  6SS, 
[Tttle.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  tbe   day  of ,  18. . ,  he  was  the 

owner  in  fee  of  [state  what  property],  situate  in [de- 
scribe it  particularly]. 

II.  That  on  tbat  day,  at ,  tbe  defendant,  maliciously 

and  witbout  cause,  spoke  in  the  presence  of  A.  B.  and  others 
[name  tbem],  the  following  words  concerning  the  plaintiff  and 
Lis  property  [insert  tbe  exact  language  with  innuendoes]. 

III.  Tbat  tbe  said  words  were  false. 
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IV.  That  said  A.  B.  [or  others,  naming  them]  was  then  and 
there  negotiating  for  the  purchase  of  said  premises,  and  that 
by  reason  thereof  said  A.  B.  [or  others]  was  dissuaded  from 
making  such  purchase. 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  said  words,  the  said  A.  B.  refused 
and  still  refuses  to  purchase  the  said  property  from  the  plaint- 
iff, and  the  plaintiff  has  been  by  reason  thereof  unable  to  sell 
the  same,  and  has  been  otherwise  greatly  injured  thereby,  to 
the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]  * 

§  2039.  Definition — Essential  Averments.  —  Slander  of 
title  is  publishing  language,  not  of  the  person,  but  of  his  right 
or  title  to  something.'  When  a  party  is  prevented  from  selling, 
exchanging,  or  making  any  advantageous  disposition  of  lands 
or  other  property,  in  consequence  of  the  impertinent  interfer- 
ence of  the  defendant,  he  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  incon- 
venience which  he  has  suffered,  but  special  damage  must  be 
shown.'  The  action  for  slander  of  title  is  not  restricted  to  lan- 
guage affecting  real  property.  It  lies  for  slander  of  title  to 
personal  property.*  To  maintain  an  action  for  slander  of  title 
to  lands,  the  words  must  be  false,  must  be  uttered  maliciously, 
and  be  followed  as  a  natural  and  legal  consequence  by  a  pecuni- 
ary damage,  which  must  be  especially  alleged  and  proved;* 
and  the  name  of  the  person,  as  above  stated,  who  refused  to 
purchase  or  make  the  loan  or  purchase  in  consequence  of  the 
slander,  should  be  stated  in  the  complaint.' 

§  2040.  Damage — ^Malice— Probable  Cause. — The  dam- 
age sought  to  be  recovered  must  be  specially  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  and  substantially  proved  on  the  trial.  It  must  be  a 
pecuniary  damage,  and  must  be  the  natural  and  legal  conse- 
quence  of  the  wrong.'     When   the   damages  arise   from   the 

*  As  to  the  action  for  slander  of  made  by  the  defendants,  in  regard  to 
title  iu  general,  see  Gerard  v.  Dickeu-  patent  and  manufactures  of  the  plaint- 
son,  4  (Jo.  18;  llargravo  v.  Lo  Breton,  iff,  to  the  injury  of  his  business,  see 
Ikirr.  24J2;  Earl  of  Northumberland  JSnow  v.  Judson,  38  Barb.  210. 

V.  Byrt,  C'ro.  Jac.  1G3;  Vaughan  v.  *  Kendall    v.    Stone,    1    Scld.    14; 

Elli8,  Id.  2i:3;  Smith  v.   Spooner,  3  reversing  S.    C,  2    Sandf.  2G0;    seo 

Taunt.  24(5;  Pitt  v.  Donovan,  1  Man.  Like  v.  McKinstry,  41  Barb.  IJSG. 

&  S.  ()30;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  428.     As  to  «  3  Bing.  (N.  C. )  371 ;  Cro.  Car.  140; 

what  i)\autifr  must  establish,  see  Like  Cro.  Jac.  484;  3Keb.  153;  Stylo,  IG'J; 

V.  McKinstry,  41  Barb.  18G;  see  also  Kendall  v.  Stone,  5  N.  Y.  14;  Tobias 

Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  240;  v.  JIarland,  4  Wend.  537;  Saund.  IM. 

and  1  »Stark.  on  Sland.  101.  &  Ev.   243;    Shipman  v.  Barrows,  I 

*Townshend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  240.  Hall,  399;  Linden  v.  Graham,  I  Duer, 

»  1  SUiik.  on  Sland.  191.  070;  Bailey  v.  Dean,  5  Barb.  297. 

*  Towushend  on  Sland.  and  Lib.  '  KcndaU  v.  Stone,  2Sandf.  2G9;  S. 
245.     For  coniplaint  in  an  action  to  C,  5  N.  Y.  14. 

recover  damages  for  false  statements 
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plaintiff's  being  precluded  from  Belling  or  mortgaging  tbe  prop- 
erty which  is  the  subject  of  the  slander,  it  is  essential  in  stating 
a  cause  of  action  to  name  the  person  or  persons  who  refused 
from  tbat  cause  to  loan  or  purchase.  An  omission  to  do  so  wilL 
render  the  complniut  demurrable.*  It  is  error  for  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jurj'  that  where  a  person  injuriously  slanders  the 
title  of  another,  malice  is  presumed,  or  that  fraud  could  not  be 
presumed,  but  may  be  established  by  circumstances,  but  not  of 
ft  light  character;  the  circumstances  must  be  of  a  most  conclu- 
sive nature.'  Malice  and  damage  are  both  essential  requisites 
to  sustain  an  action  for  language  concerning  a  thing.  To  these 
requisite's  are  usually  added  a  third,  that  the  language  is  false.' 
To  sustain  an  action  for  slander  of  title,  there  must  be  want  of 
probable  cause,  and  special  damages  must  be  alleged,  and  that 
circumstantiully.  A.  general  allegation  of  loss  will  not  be 
sufiScieut.  Nor  will  a  defendant  be  responsible  for  what  he  says 
or  does  in  pursuance  of  a  claim  of  title  in  himself,  provided 
there  be  good  ground  for  such  claim. ^  The  averment  that  it 
was  without  probable  cause  is  proper. 


y 


CHAPTER  V. 

TRESPASS. 

§  2041.  For  Malloious  Injury,  Claiming  Increased 
Damages  under  the  Statute. 

Form  No.  52J^ 
[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  hnd  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

maliciously  and  wantonly  destroyed  certain  ornamental  trees, 

of  the  value  of dollars,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 

growing  upon  his  land  [or  as  the  case  may  bej,  at 

I  by  barking  and  girdling  them,  or  otherwise  state  nature  of 
injury,  if  not  totally  destroyed],  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 

statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

[Demand  of  Judgment  foe  Treble  Damages.] 

§  2042.  Abatement  of  Action. — At  common  law  a  trespass 
dies  with  the  trespasser.*  In  California  section  1584  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  has  changed  the  rule.    It  provides  that  "Any 

*  Linden  v.  Graham,  1  Duer,  670;  'Townshendon  Sland.  anclLib.  239. 

N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  185.  *  Bailey  v.  Dean,  5  Barb.  297. 

«  McDaniel  v.  Baca,  2  Cal.  326..  ^  O'Connur  v.  Ck)rbitt,  3  Cak  370. 
EftTxs,  Vol.  11—4 
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person,  or  his  personal  representatives,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  the  executor  or  administrator  of  any  testator  or  intestate, 
who,  in  his  life-time,  has  wasted,  destroyed,  taken,  or  carried 
away,  or  converted  to  his  own  use,  the  goods  or  chattels  of  any 
such  person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate  of 
such  person." 

§  2043.  Agent. — If  the  trespass  has  been  committed  by  one 
acting  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  it  may  bo  so  alleged.* 
Where  two  of  the  defendants  actually  committed  the  act,  and  a 
third  defendant  instigated  and  employed  them  to  do  it,  it  may 
be  so  alleged.* 

§  2044.  Assignee. — An  assignee  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against  any  person 
who  interferes  with  the  assigned  property.'  A  claim  for  damages 
caused  by  a  trespass  on  land  is  assignable,  and  the  assignee  may 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  same.* 

§  2045.  CJo-trespassers— Allegation  of— If  it  be  sought 
to  charge  another  with  the  trespass,  at  whose  instigation  and 
request  the  trespass  was  committed  singly,  it  may  be  alleged  as 
follows:  **  That  on  the,  etc.,  one  A.  B.,  at  the  instigation  and 
request  of  the  defendant,  and  being  by  him  employed  thereto 
and  assisted  therein,  broke  and  entered,"  etc.  Or,  if  it  be  sought 
to  make  both  co-trespassers,  it  may  be  alleged:  **  That  on,  etc., 
the  defendant  A.  B.,  at  the  instigation  and  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, C.  D.,  being  by  him  employed  thereto  and  assisted 
therein,  broke  and  entered,"  etc.*  For  all  persons  who  direct 
or  request  another  to  commit  a  trespass,  are  liable  as  co-tres- 
passers.® Where  a  trespass  has  been  committed  by  two  or  more, 
by  joint  act  or  co-operation,  they  are  all  trespassers,  and  liable 
jointly  or  severally,  even  to  the  extent  of  exemplary  damages.' 
if  they  acted  in  concert,  or  the  act  of  one  naturally  produced 
the  act  of  the  other.®  Where  several  defendants  are  declared 
against  jointly,  but  no  joint  trespass  is  proved,  the  plaintiff  can 
introduce  evidence  of  a  several  trespass  against  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  recover  against  such  defendant.  Allter^  if  a  joint 
trespass  has  been  proved.* 

»  St.  John  V.  Griffith,  1  Abb.  Pr.  «2  Hill,  on  Torts,  293;  Herring  v. 

39.  Hoppock,  15  N.  Y.  413. 

*  Ives  V.  Humphreys,  1 E.  D.  Smith,  '  2  Hill,  on  Torts,  292;  Hair  v.  Lit- 
196.  tie,  28  Ala.  236. 

»McQuecnv.  Babcock,4lBarb.  337.  ^Brooks  v.    Aahburn,  9  Ga.  297; 

*  More  V.  Massini,  32  Cal.  590.  Sutton  v.  Clarke,  6  Taunt.  29. 

*  Ives  V.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  ®  McCarron  v.  O'Connell,  7  Cal. 
196.  15Z 
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§  2046.  Damages — Exemplary  and  Vindictive. — Exem- 
plary or  viudictive  damages  can  not  be  recovered  for  a  trespass 
not  malicious  in  its  character.^  And  tbe  rule  of  damages  de- 
pends upon  the  presence  or  absence  of  fraud,  malice,  or  oppres- 
sion.' In  tbe  absence  of  such  circumstances  the  rule  is  com- 
pensation merely,  and  this  refers  solely  to  the  injury  done  to 
tbe  property,  and  not  to  collateral  or  consequential  damages  re- 
sulting to  the  owner.'  A  party  committing  a  trespass  can  be 
made  liable  for  such  damages  only  as  are  the  proximate  result 
of  the  trespass.^  The  right  of  tbe  plaintiff  to  recover  damages 
is  not  affected  by  tbe  fact  that  the  trespass  was  not  willful.^ 
Where  trespass  is  committed  from  wanton  or  malicious  motives, 
or  a  reckless  disregard  of  tbe  rights  of  others,  or  under  circum- 
stances of  great  hardship  or  oppression,  tbe  rule  of  mere  com- 
pensation is  not  enforced,  and  punitive  or  exemplary  damages 
may  be  enforced.* 

§  2047.  Designation  of  Land. — Tbe  hues  of  a  quarter  sec- 
tion of  government  land,  distinctly  marked  by  natural  bounda- 
ries and  stakes  placed  at  convenient  distances,  so  that  the  lines 
can  be  readily  traced,  are  sufficient  to  authorize  an  action  for 
trespass  thereon  under  tbe  provisions  of  the  act  of  April  11, 
1850.^  When  two  mining  claims  adjoin  each  other,  tbe  igno- 
rance of  tbe  owners  of  one  company  of  the  dividing  line  will 
not  excuse  a  trespass  upon  the  land  of  tbe  other.*  Where  tbe 
town  is  subdivided  intermediate  the  trespass  and  tbe  cocnmence- 
ment  of  tbe  action,  the  trespass  may  be  laid  to  have  been  done 
in  tbe  original  town.* 

§  2048.  Ditch. — A  person  has  no  right  to  run  a  ditch  through 
tbe  inclosure  of  another  without  his  consent.*® 

§  2049.  Entry  vrithout  Force. — When  tbe  complaint 
charges  an  entry  upon  and  injury  to  plaintiff's  property,  and 
does  not  charge  force,  the  issue  was  held  to  be  confined  to  the 
actions  of  the  party  after  tbe  entry,  and  to  the  damages  result- 
ing from  tbe  same." 

§  2050.  Equitable  Relief.— In  an  action  for  trespass,  the 
law  and  equity  must  not  be  inseparably  mixed  together.     The 

*  SeUlcn  V.  Cash  man,  20  Cal.  56.         see  the  case  of  Stockton  v.  Garfrias, 
-» Dorsey    v.     ^aulove,     14    Cal.     12  Cal.  315. 

65;^.  ®  Mayc  v.  Yappan,  23  Cal.  306;  see 

"  Id.  Nevada  County  and  Sac.  Canal  Co.  v. 

*  Story  V.  Robinson,  32  Cal.  205.         Kidd,  37  Cal.  282. 

*May©  V.  Yappan,  2;J  Cal.  300.  »Kenaudet  v.  Crocken,  1  Cai.  167; 

«Doraey  v.  Manlovc,   14  Cal.  553;  S.  C.  Col.  &  C.  Caa.  219. 

see  Cal.   Civ.  Code,   sees.    32i)4  and  ^^^  Weiuier  v.  Lowcry,  11  Cal.  10 J. 

3340.  "Turner  v.    McCai-Uiy,   4   E.    D. 

'  Taylor  v.  Woodward,  10  Cal.  90;  Smith,  247. 
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allegations  must  be  separate,  distinct,  certain.^  But  it  is  not 
necessary  that  there  sbould  be  express  words,  showing  where  the 
declaration  in  trespass  leaves  off,  and  the  bill  in  equity  begins.' 

§  2051.  Essential  Facts.— When  a  pleader  wishes  to  avail 
himself  of  any  statutory  privilege  or  right,  given  by  particular 
facts,  those  facts  which  the  statute  requires  as  the  foundation 
of  the  right  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint.' 

§  2052.  Estate  in  Possession,  Reversion,  and  Remainder. 
In  New  York,  any  person  seised  of  an  estate  in  possession, 
remainder,  or  reversion,  may  bring  an  action  under  the  statute, 
notwithstanding  any  intervening  estate  for  life  or  years.* 

§  2053.  Forcible  and  Unla-^vflil.— The  acts  alleged  must 
be  essentially  acts  of  trespass,  forcible  and  unlawful,  but  it  need 
not  be  alleged  that  the  entry  was  unlawful.^ 

§  2054.  Foreign  Miners. — The  fact  that  parties  are  foreign- 
ers, and  have  *not  obtained  a  license  to  work  in  the  mines, 
affords  no  apology  for  trespass.' 

§  2055.  Joinder  of  Cause. — In  a  complaint  for  trespass  the 
plaintiff  claimed  five  hundred  dollars,  and  alleged  value  of  the 
property  destroyed,  and  five  hundred  dollars  damages.  De- 
fendant demurred  on  the  ground  that  two  causes  of  action  were 
improperly  joined,  and  the  court  below  sustained  the  demurrer; 
it  was  held,  that  this  was  error.^  In  an  action  of  trespass,  an 
allegation  of  injury  to  the  ''site  for  a  dam,"  and  ''dam  in 
course  of  construction  thereon,"  and  "  site  for  a  canal,  and 
canal  thereon  projected,  surveyed,  and  commenced,"  constitutes 
but  a  single  cause  of  action.  They  are  land,  and  for  the  pur- 
poses required  must  necessarily  be  connected  and  continuous.' 
But  the  water  right  when  acquired,  although  intimately  related 
to  and  connected  with  the  site  for  a  canal  and  dam,  and  canal 
commenced,  etc.,  give  rise  to  separate  and  distinct  causes  of 
action.'  The  owner  of  land  may  join  in  the  same  complaint,  a 
claim  for  damages  as  assignee,  caused  as  a  trespass  on  the  land 
while  it  was  owned  by  his  grantor,  and  a  claim  for  an  injunction 
for  a  threatened  injury  to  the  land.''  A  party  can  not  join  an 
action  of  trespass  qaare  clausum  f  regit  with  ejectment,  and  pray 
for  an  injunction." 

»  See  Gates  v.  Kieff,  7  Cal.  124.  •  Mitchell  v.  Hagood,  6  CaL  148. 

« Id.  '  Tendesen  v.  Marshall,  3  Cal.  440. 

»  Dye  V.  Dye»  1 1  Cal.  163.     Aa  to  «  Nev.  Co.  k  Sac.  Canal  Co.  v.  Kidd, 

the  essential  facts  to  maintain  the  37  Cal.  309. 

action,   see   Willard  v.    Warren,    17  •  Id. 

VVeud.  2o7.  "  More  v.  Massini,  .32  Cal.  51K). 

*  Van  Deusen  v.  Young,  29  Barb.  9.  "  Bigelow  v.  Gove,  7  Cal.  133. 

*ld. 
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§  2056.  Joinder  of  Parties. — A  plaintiff  can  not  bj  mere 
notice  bring  in  parties  not  sued  in  an  action  of  trespass  when 
there  is  no  pretense  that  they  were  trespassers.^  In  an  action 
by  the  parties  whose  property  has  been  wrongfully  taken  under 
legal  process,  all  who  join  or  participate  in  the  trespass  are 
jointly  liable  as  joint  trespassers.' 

§  2057.  Jurisdictioii. —  In  California  the  superior  courts 
have  jurisdiction  of  all  actions  to  recover  damages  for  trespass 
upon  lands  if  the  right  of  possession  is  put  in  issue  regardless 
of  the  amount  of  damages  claimed.' 

§  2058.  Mining  Claim. — In  an  action  for  trespass  upon  a 
mining  claim,  where  the  complaint  avers  that  the  defendants 
are  working  upon  and  extracting  the  mineral  from  the  claim, 
and  prays  for  a  perpetual  injunction,  and  the  answer  admits  the 
entry  and  work,  and  takes  issue  upon  the  title  of  the  mine,  and 
the  jury  find  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  court  should  decree 
the  equitable  relief  sought,  and  enjoin  defendants  from  future 
trespasses.^ 

§  2059.  Ouster. — ^No  ouster  is  necessary  to  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass.    Any  unlawful  entry  is  enough.' 

§  2060.  Possession  and  Right  of  Possession. — In  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  upon  real  property  the  plaintiff  may  recover 
upon  alleging  and  showing,  in  addition  to  the  injury  com- 
plained of,  his  possession  of  the  premises;  and  his  right  to  the 
possession  is  not  involved  unless  the  defendant  tenders  an  issue 
upon  the  fact,  and  in  that  case'  the  right  of  recovery  depends 
both  on  possession  in  fact  and  the  right  of  possession.^  Pos- 
session in  the  plaintiff  is  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  an 
action  for  trespass,  and  although  a  higher  title  may  be  at- 
tempted to  be  set  up,  the  failure  to  sustain  it  will  not  operate 
against  the  right  to  recover  damages.'  The  defendant  has  no 
right  to  inquire  into  the  good  faith  of  plaintiff's  possession.' 
To  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clauaum  /regit,  it  was 
formerly  held  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  establish  an  actual 
possession  of  the  Zocu^  in  quo,  but  under  more  modern  decisions 
a  constructive  possession  is  held  sufficient.^^    Actual  possession 

»  Pico  V.  Webster,  14  Cal.  202.  Bcquette  v.  Caulfield,  4  Id.  278;  Fitz- 

»  Lewis  V.  Johns,  34  Cal.  629.  geraid  v.  Urton,  6  Id.  308;  Palmer  v. 

'  Cullen  V.  Langridge,  17  Cal.  67;  Aldridgc,    16   Barb.    131,   and   coses 

Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  67.  cited;    Hall  v.  Warren,  2  McLean, 

*  McLaughlin  v.  KeUy,  22  Cal.  21 1.  332. 

*  Rowo  V.  Bradley,  12  Cal.  220.  »Eberhard  v.  Tuol.  Water  Co.,  4 
«  Holnian  v.  Taylor,  31  Cal.  S38.  Cal.  308. 

^  Pollock  V.  Cumminga,  38  Cal.  0^3.       ^^  See  Nev.  Co.  and  Sac.  Canal  Co. 

*  McCarronv.  O'Counell,  7  Cal.  152;    v.  Kidd,  37  Cal.  282. 
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is  sufficient  to  zDaintain  sucli  action  against  a  mere  stranger  or 
intruder.  The  possession  by  the  tenant  is  possession  by  the 
plaintiff  sufficient  to  support  this  averment.^  It  is  enough  to 
show  possession  at  the  time  of  the  injury.' 

§  2061.  Tearing  Dcwn  Gate.— If  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion for  an  alleged  trespass  avers  that  defendants  unlawfully 
entered  on  plaintiff's  land  and  tore  down  a  gate,  the  gist  of  the 
action  is  the  entry,  and  the  removal  of  the  gate  is  a  mere  mat- 
ter of  aggravation,  and  if  the  plaintiff  fail^to  prove  the  gist  ho 
can  not  recover  for  the  aggravation.* 

§  20G2.  Tenants  in  Common. — Ordinarily  and  at  common 
law  trespass  will  not  lie  by  one  tenant  in  common  against  his 
co-tenant;  but  when  one  tenant  in  common  destroys  the  sub- 
ject of  the  tenancy,  trespass  will  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  injured 
party.*  But  one  tenant  in  common  can  not  maintain  trespass 
against  another  for  taking  in  the  ordinary  course  the  whole 
profits  of  the  land.^  If  title  is  alleged,  a  general  averment  will 
be  sufficient,  without  setting  out  the  source  of  title.'  And  the 
allegation  of  title  sufficiently  imports  possession  in  an  action  of 
trespass  on  land.^  A  judgment  in  trespass  does  not  necessarily 
determine  the  title  to  the  property.'  The  personal  action  can 
not  be  made  to  test  the  title  of  the  property  as  between  con- 
flicting claimants.' 

§  2063.  Turning  Out  Cattle. — One  who  commits  a  tres- 
pass by  turning  cattle  out  of  an  inclosure  upon  the  pblic  lands, 
can  not  be  made  liable  to  the  owner  for  the  loss  of  the  cattle, 
if  the  owner  has  been  notified  to  take  care  of  them.^° 

§  2064.  Unla'wllil. — The  acts  alleged  must  be  essentially  acta 
of  trespass,  forcible  and  unlawful;  but  it  need  not  be  alleged 
in  so  many  words  that  the  entry  was  unlawful." 

'Sumner  v.  Tilcston,  7  Pick.  198.  833.     Aa  to  Hne  trees,  see  Id.,  sec. 

'Vowles  V.   Miller,  3  Taunt.  137.  834. 

For  averments  on  a  complaint  for  un-  ^  Pico  v.  Colimas,  32  Cal.  578. 

derminiugtho  party  wall  of  plaintiff's  *  Co.  Lit.  200  a,  b;  Crabbo's  Laws 

house.seoEno  V.  DelVecchio,4Duer,  of  R.  P.,  sec.  2318  b;  Waterman  v. 

53.    Foravermentsof  complaint  for  an  Soper,  1  Ld.  Raym.  737. 

injunction  restraining  defendant  from  °  Jacobs  v.  Seward,  L.  R.,  4  C.  P., 

excavating  to   undermine   plaintiS''s  328. 

land,  sec  Farrand  v.  Marshall,  19  Barb.  ®  Daley  v.  City  of  St.  Paul,  7  Minn. 

380.     For  iuj lilies  to  trees,  timber,  or  390. 

underwood,  and  damages  therefor,  see  '  Cowenhoven  v.  City  of  Brooklyn, 

Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3346.    As  to  own-  38  Barb.  9. 

crship  of  trees  in  or  along  a  higliway,  *  Brennan  v.  Gaston,  17  Cal.  372. 

see  Cal.  Political  Code,  sec.  2631.    As  ^  llallcck  v.  Mixer,  10  Cal.  574; see 

to  ownership  of  trees  wliose  trunks  Nevada  Co.  and  Sac.   Canal  Co.    v. 

stand  wholly  upon  the  land  of  one,  Kidd,  37  Id.  282. 

thou.^h  the  roots  pjrow  into  the  laud  *"  Story  v.  Robinson,  32  Cal.  205. 

of  another,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec  ^^  Van  Dcusen  v.  Young.  29  Barb.  9. 
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§  2065.  Who  may  Maintain  Action. — Any  person  seised 
of  au  estate  in  remainder  of  reversion  may  bring  an  action  un- 
der it,  notwithstanding  any  intervening  estate  for  life  or  years. ^ 
The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  a  trespass 
quare  clausum /regit,  alleged  in  his  complaint  to  have  been  com- 
mitted on  his  own  land,  when  in  fact  the  trespass  was  com- 
mitted on  another  piece  of  land.'  An  action  can  be  maintained 
by  the  mortgagee  of  real  estate,  to  recover  damages  for  wrong- 
ful and  fraudulent  injuries  done  to  the  mortgaged  property,  by 
which  the  security  of  the  mortgage  has  been  impaired.' 

§  20G6.  "With  Force  and  Arms,"  "Broke  and  Entered." 
Under  our  system  of  pleading,  the  words  •*  with  force  and 
arms,  broke  and  entered,"  do  not  confine  the  proof  to  the  di- 
rect and  immediate  damage,  as  in  the  old  action  of  trespass, 
and  the  facts  beiog  clearly  set  out  in  the  complaint,  an  addi- 
tion of  these  words  was  surplusage.* 

§  20G7.    For  Damages  for  Injuring  Trees, 

Form  No.  625, 
[Title.] 

Tlie  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  the day  of ,  18. ., 

entered  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  county  of , 

the  same  being  then  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  did, 

without  the  leave  of  the   plaintiff,   cut  down  trees 

[designate  number  and  kind  of  trees],  of  the  value  of 

dollars;  whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  said  trees,  aud  the  land  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff  was  greatly  damaged  and  lessened  in 

value,  to  the  amount  of      dollars;  and  thereby  the  de-* 

fendant,  by  the  force  of  section of  the  statute  of 

forfeited  and  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  treble  the 
amount  of  said  damages. 

[Demand       Judgment.] 

§  20G8.  Action  can  be  Maintained  as  Soon  as  Timber 
is  Cut. — An  action  of  trover  may  be  maintained  against  a  tres- 
passer who  is  cutting  timber,  as  soon  as  timber  is  cut.'^ 

§  20G9.  Bet-ween  Tenants  in  Common. — At  common  law, 
when  one  tenant  in  common  destroys  the  subject  of  the  teuanc}-, 
trespass  will  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  injured  party. •  If  pne  tenant 
in  common  destroy  the  thing  iu  common,  as  if  he  grub  up  and 
destroy  a  hedge,  or  prevent  his  co-tenant  of  a  fold  from  erecting 

'  Van  Dcusen  v.  Young,  29  Barb.  9.  *  Sampson  v.  Hammond,  4  Cal.  184. 

«  Dohcrty  v.  Thayer,  31  Cal.  140.  «  Co.  Lit.  200  a,  b;  Crabbu'a  Law  of 

»  Robinson  v.  Russell,  24  CaL  407.  R.  P.,  sec.  2318  b;  Waterniau  v.  So- 

♦  Darat  v.  Ruab,  14  Cal.  81.  per,  1  Ld.  Rym.  737. 
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hurdles,  trespass  lies.^  If  one  tenant  in  common  enters  upon 
Lis  co-tenant,  and  ousts  him  of  Lis  premises,  trespass  qxiare 
clausum /regit  lies  for  tLe  injury.*  Hence,  an  action  will  lie  for 
injury  to  trees  standing  on  a  line  between  plaintiff's  and  defend- 
ant's lands,  whetber  tLe  parties  be  regarded  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  sucL  trees  or  not.' 

§  2070.  Demand. — Where  trespassers  cut  wood  on  land  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff,  and  sold  it  to  the  defendants,  who  were 
bona  fide  purchasers,  it  was  held  that  no  previous  demand  was 
requisite  to  sustain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  wood  or  its 
value.* 

§  2071.  The  Same— For  Cutting  and  Ck>nverting  Timber. 

Form  No.  6B6. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  forcibly  broke  and  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  land 
[the  same  being  then  in  possession  of  the  plaintiff],  and  there 
cut  down  and  carried  away  the  trees  and  timber  of  the  plaintiff, 

of  the  value  of dollars,  and  converted  and  disposed  of 

the  same  to  his  own  use,  contrary  to  the  statute,  etc.,  to  the 

damage  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2072.  Action  Xiiea — ^An  action  for  trespass  lies  for  cut- 
ting and  carrying  away  timber,^  though  the  laud  be  not  in- 
closed.* 

§  2073.  Actual  Possession. — In  actions  for  damages  for 
injury  to  real  property,  title  or  actual  possession  at  the  time  of 
the  injury  must  be  shown.^ 

§  2074.  Broke  Plaintiff's  Close. — It  is  not  necessary  to 
state  that  the  defendant  broke  the  plaintiff's  close.' 

§  2075.  Damages. — In  California  triple  damages  may  be 
assessed  for  cutting  and  carrying  away  trees,  etc.*  But  nothing 
in  section  733  authorizes  the  recovery  of  more  than,  the  just 
value  of  the  timber  taken  from  uncultivated  woodland,  for  the 
repair  of  a  public  highway  or  bYidge  upon  the  land,  or  adjoin- 
ing it.^°    The  damages  should  be  estimated  by  all  the  circum- 

'  Browne  on  Actions,  414;  Voyce  v.  Tonawanda  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Munger,  5 

Voyce,  Gow,  201 ;  8  B.  &  O.  257.  Don.  255. 

=»  7  Cow.  229.  '  Gardner  v.  Heart,  1  N.  Y.  628. 

•Duljois  V.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  123.  « Wells  v.  Howell,  19  Johns.  385; 

♦Whitman  G.  and  S.  M.  Co.  v.  and    see  Tonawanda  R.   R.   Co.   v. 

Tritle,  4  Nov.  494.  Munger,  6  Denio,  259. 

*  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  733.  •  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec  733. 

•Welh  V.  Howell,  19  Johns.  385;  "  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  734. 
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stances  and  the  purpose  for  whicb  such  trees  were  used.^  The 
measure  of  damages  is  not  the  value  of  such  trees,  as  for  wood, 
but  the  injury  done  to  the  land  by  destrpying  them.' 

§  2076.  Damages — ^Treble. — To  entitle  to  treble  damages 
tinder  the  statute,  the  complainant  must  refer  to  the  act."  In 
actions  for  waste,  when  treble  damages  are  given  by  statute, 
the  demand  for  such  damages  must  be  expressly  inserted  in  the 
declaration,  which  must  either  cite  the  statute,  or  conclude,  to 
the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  form  of  the  statute.^ 
The  complaint  must  also  aver  that  the  defendant  cut  them 
knowingly,  willfully,  or  maliciously,  in  order  to  recover  treble 
damages.^  Without  such  averment  the  plaintiff  may  recover 
simple  damages.' 

§  2077.  Executor. — ^Under  the  California  statute,  an  execu- 
tor may  maintain  an  action  for  trespass  committed  upon  the  real 
estate  of  his  testator  in  his  life-time.^ 

§  2078.  Ii^junotioii. — A  complaint  which  sets  out  a  cause  of 
action  in  trespass,  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  for  an  injunc- 
tion, is  correct."  An  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved,  restrain- 
ing defendants  from  felling  trees,  where  the  question  of  bound- 
ary is  iu  dispute;  especially  where  the  defendant's  bond  will 
fully  protect  the  defendant  for  any  delay,  if  it  should  turn  out 
that  they  have  the  right.* 

§  2079.  Public  Iiands. — Prior  possession  of  public  lands 
will  entitle  the  possessor  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  tres- 
passer. ^°  The  right  to  the  use  of  growing  timber  on  mineral 
lands,  as  between  miners  and  agriculturists,  is  to  be  governed 
by  the  rule  of  priority  of  appropriation." 

§  2080.  Public  Lands,  Occupants  of.— As  between  occu- 
pants of  public  lands,  neither  party  can  claim  the  right  to  the 
growing  timber  thereon.  The  act  of  congress  of  March  2, 1831, 
prohibits  the  cutting  or  destruction  of  timber  on  the  public 
lauds.^^  The  statute  making  possessory  rights  of  settlers  on 
public  lands  for  agricultural  purposes  yield  to  the  rights  of 
miners  has  legalized  what  would  otherwise  be  a  trespass,  and 

^Chipman  v.  Hibberd,  6  OaL  162.  of  complaint  by  executors,  where  third 

'  Id.  persons  wrongfully  cut  timber,  and 

'  Brown  v.  Bristol,  1  Cow.  176.     As  defendants  afterwards  entered    and 

to  pleading  statutes,  see  vol.  1,  sec.  removed  it,  see  HaJleck  v.  Mixer,  16 

329.  Cal.  574. 

* Chipman  v.  JImeric,  3Cal.  283;  S.  «Gates  v.  Kieff,  7  Cal.  125. 

C,  5  Id.  239.  »Buckelew  v.   Estell,  5  Cal.   108; 

^Banies  v.  Jones,  51  Cal.  303.  see  *' Injunction,"  pos^. 

•Id.  "Grover  v.  Hawley,  6  Cal.  485. 

^Code  C.  P.,  sec.   1684;  Haight  v.  '^  Rogers  v.  Soggs,  22  Cal.  444. 

Green,  19  Cal.  113.     For  avermunts  "Id. 
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the  fict  can  not  be  extended  by  implication  to  cases  not  espe- 
cially provided  for.*  One  who  claims  public  lands  in  California 
for  raising  fruit  trees  or  crops,  can  not  enjoin  miners  from  dig- 
ging up  the  same  for  mining  purposes,  unless  he  can  show  pri- 
ority of  right  before  the  land  was  located  for  mining  purposes." 

§  2081.  Who  may  Maintain  the  Action.~The  plaintiff 
out  of  possession  can  not  sue  for  the  property  severed  from  the 
freehold  when  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  premises 
from  which  the  property  was  severed,  if  he  holds  them  ad- 
versely, in  good  faith,  under  claim  and  color  of  title.' 

§  2082.  Trespass  Quare  Clausuxn  Fregit. — In  trespass 
quare  clausum  fregit  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises  at  the  time 
of  the  alleged  trespass,  and  the  defendant  may  prove  under  a 
general  denial  that  a  tenant  of  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual 
possession.* 

§  2083.    The  Same— For  Treading  Down  Grain. 

Form  No,  527, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  lot  [or  farm],  known  as 

,  and  trod  down  the  grain  then  growing  thereon,  and 

cut  down  certain  trees  [or  as  the  case  may  be],  contrary  to  the 

statute,  etc.,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2084.  Gist  of  the  Action.— The  allegations  that  the  de- 
fendant unlawfully  and  willfully  permitted  said  sheep  to  be 
herded,  and  did  herd  the  same  upon  the  lands  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  then  and  still  is  the  owner,  and,  in  a  subsequent 
paragraph,  that  defendant  herded  and  permitted  said  slieep  to 
be  herded  in  and  upon  the  above-described  barley  field,  con- 
stitute the  gist  of  the  action.* 

§  2085.  Herding  Sheep. — The  rule  of  the  common  law  of 
England,  that  every  man  was  bound  to  keep  his  beasts  within 
his  own  close  under  the  penalty  of  answering  in  damages  for  all 
injuries  resulting  from  their  ranging  at  large,  never  was  the  law 

'  Wrimcr  v.  Lowery,  11  Cal.  104.  *  Uttcndorffer   v.   Saegcrs,  50  Cal. 

^  Eiifeiiiiugcr   V.    Mclntire,  23  Cal.  490. 

593.  ^  Logan  v.  Gcdney,  38  Cal.  570.  See 

Mlalicck    V.   Mixer,   IC  Cal.   574;  Waters  v.  Moss,  1'2  Id.  T^.T);   Comcr- 

sco]S\v.-.(la  Co.  and  »Sac.  Canal  Co.  v.  feud  v.  Diipuy,  17  Id.  308;  lliclmumd 

Kidd,  o7    Id.  2S'2;    ece  Maine  Boys  v.  Sac.  Val.  li.  R.  Co.,  18  Id.  .".ir);  and 

TunncH^o.  v.  Boaton  1'nnncl  Co.,  37  bco  HitteU's  Codes  and   Statutes  of 

Id.  40;  Kufictto  v.  Fiori,  50  Id.  3G3.  California,  par.  15,820  ct  scq. 
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of  California,  the  statutes  of  1850,  pages  131-219,  being  directly 
in  contiict  with  and  repugnant  to  that  rule;  bo  of  the  other  sub- 
sequent  acts  on  the  same  subject.^ 

§  2086.  Iiavrfiil  Fences. — A  party  can  not  recover  for  in- 
juries done  by  cattle  breaking  into  plaintiff's  close  unless  the 
land  entered  be  inclosed  by  a  fence  of  the  character  described 
by  statute,  or  at  least  by  an  inclosui>e  equivalent  in  its  capacity 
to  exclude  cattle  to  the  statutory  fence.' 

§  2087.  For  Damage  by  Trespassing  Cattle,  under  Cali- 
fornia Statute  of  March  7, 1878. 

Ibrm  No.  628. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  during  all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  he  "was 
and  now  is  the  owner,  and  lawfully  in  the  possession  of  all  that 

certain  real  estate  situated  in township,  county  of , 

state  of  California,  and  described  as  follows: 

II.  That  during  all  of  the  time  between  the day  of 

>  18. .,  and  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  de- 
fendant was  the  owner  in  possession  of,  and  chargeable  with 
the  care  of  certain  animals,  to  wit,  sheep. 

III.  That  at  divers  times  between  said  last-mentioned  dates 
said  animals  ran  and  trespassed  upon  said  lands,  ate  up,  in- 
jured, and  destroyed  the  grain,  hay,  and  verdure  being  and 
growing  thereon. 

lY.  That  in  consequence  of  said  animals  so  running,  tres- 
passing, eating  up,  injuring,  and  destroying  the  said  grain, 
hay,  and  verdure  which  was  then  upon  said  land,  plaintiff  has 

been  damaged  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]' 

§  2088.    For  Removal  of  Fence. 

Form  No,  629, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.    That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  defendant  forcibly  broke  and  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  took  down  a  fence  standing  upon  said  land  and  re- 
moved the  same,  and  also  then  and  there  erected  anotber  fence 
on  said  land,  and  also  then  and  there  disturbed  the  plaintiff  in 
the  use  and  occupation  of  said  land,  and  prevented  him  from 

»  Seo  W.-iters  v.  Moss,  12  Cal.  635;  *Comerford  v.  Dupiiy,  17  Cal.  308. 

Comerforcl  v.  Dupuy,  17  Id.  308;  Rich-  '  The  sufficiercy  of  the  at  ovo  form 

mond  V.  Sac.  Val.  11.  11.  Co.,  18  Id.  was  sustamed  in  Faber  v.  (lathrin,  1 

355;  Logan  v.  Gcdncy,  38  Id.  579.  West  Coast  Rep.  871. 
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enjoying  the  same  as  be  otherwise  would  have  done^  to  the  dam- 
age of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jitdoment.] 

§  2089.    For  Trespass  on  Chattels. 

Form  No.  6S0. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at » 

the  defendant  unlawfully  took  from  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  carried  away  [describe  the  goods],  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  still  unlawfully  detains  the  same  from  the 
plaintiff  [or  where  the  possession  to  the  property  was  regained, 
and  unlawfully  detained  the  same  from  the  plaintiff  for  the 

space  of  ....  days],  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2090.    Averment  of  Speeial  Damage. 

Form  No.  531. 

That  by  reason  of  such  unlawful  taking  and  detention  of  said 
property,  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay,  and  did,  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  pay dollars 

to  procure  the  return  of  the  same,  and  also dollars  for 

storage,  and  sustained  other  injury. 

§  2091.  The  Ijessor  of  Personal  Property,  such  as  sheep, 
can  not  maintain  trespass  or  trover  for  an  injury  done  to  the 
property  by  a  stranger  during  the  term  of  the  lease,  and  while 
the  lessee  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  property.^ 

§  2092.     For  Malicious  Ipjury  to  Property. 

Form  No.  63B, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

the  defendant,  willfully  and  maliciously  intending  to  injure  the 
plaintiff,  cut,  broke,  and  mutilated  certain  [designate  what],  the 

property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of   dollars,  and 

greatly  injured  them,  so  that  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  ex- 
pend   dollars  in  repairing  the  same,  to  his  damage 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2093.  For  XSntering  and  Iqjuiing  a  House  and  Goods 
therein. 

Form  No.  533, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

1.  That  on  the day  of ,  18..,  at f 

>  Triacony  v.  Orr,  49  CftL  612, 
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the  defendant,  A.  B.,  entered  into  the  plaintiff's  house,  No 

street,  in  the  city  of ,  in  this  state,  and  un- 
lawfully broke  and  injured  the  doors  and  walls  thereof  [or  other 
injury  to  house],  and  took  and  carried  away  [enumerate  articles], 
the  property  of  the  plaintifif,  and  converted  and  disposed  of  the 

same  to  his  own  use,  to  plaintiff's  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  ^ 

§  2094.  Action  Transitory  and  Ijooal. — Where  the  wrii; 
mentions  a  trespass  with  force  and  arms  upon  the  storehouse  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  seizure  and  destruction  of  goods,  it  covers  a 
transitory  as  well  as  a  local  action.'  Actions  of  trespass,  ex- 
cept those  for  injury  to  real  property,  are  transient  in  their 
character.' 

§  2095.  Joinder  of  Parties. — It  is  unnecessary  to  join  as 
defendants  in  an  action  for  damages  for  trespass,  all  persons 
who  unite  in  committing  it;  all  or  any  may  be  sued.' 

§  2096.  OflS.cer  iTcrithout  Process. — An  officer  without  pro- 
cess who  puts  a  person  in  possession  as  receiver  commits  a  tres- 
pass.* 

§  2097.  Trespass  to  the  Person. — ^Where  a  person  with  a 
crowd  of  others  entered  the  premises  of  plaintiff,  knowing  that 
admission  had  only  been  obtained  by  an  action  of  violence  by 
another  person  in  the  crowd,  it  was  held  that  he  was  liable  as  a 
trespasser.* 

^  For  the  allegations  in  a  complaint  '  Howe  v.  Wilson,  I  Den.  181 ;  Cage 

against  a  person  who  stops  in  front  of  v.  Jeffries,  Hcmpst.  409.' 

pmintiff 's    house  and    uses    abusive  *  Mandlebaum  v.  Kussell,  4  Nev. 

language  towards  him,  see  Adams  y.  551. 

Bivers,  11  Barb.  390.  *  Rowe  v.  Bradley,  12  Cal.  226. 

«  McKenna  v.  Fisk,  1  How.  U.  S.  *  Chandler  v.  Egan,  28  How.  Pr.  98. 
241. 
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CHAPTER  L 

PERSONAL    PROPERTY. 


§  2098.    For  Ck>nveTsion<-Common  Form. 

Form  No,  634, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff  was 

lawfully  possessed  of  [briefly  describe  the  goods],  his  property, 
of  the  value  of dollars. 

II.  That  on  said  day,  at ,  the  defendant  unlawfully 

took  and  carried  away  said  goods  and  converted  and  disposed 
of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 
dollars. 

[  DeMAITD  of  JUDaMBKT.] 

§  2099.    The  Same—Another  Foim. 

Form  No,  535. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  he  was  the  owner 

of  [describe  the  property],  of  the  value  of dollars,  and 

was  then  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  same. 

II.  That  on  said day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

the  defendant  then  being  in  the  possession  of  said  goods,  un- 
lawfully converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to 
the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]^ 

*If  tho  plaintiff  desires  to  recover  the  following:  III.  That  the  plaintiff 

for  time  spent  and  money  expended  properly  spent days'  time,  and 

in  endeavoring  to  iind  and  obtain  pos-  expended dollars  in  pursuit 

session  of  the  property,  under  section  of  said  property,  and  that  tho  time  so 

333G  of  the  California  civil  code,  he  spent  was  reasonably  worth 

should  specially  allege  the  facts.     In  dollars, 
such  case,  add  to  the  preceding  forms 

62 
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§  2100.  Conversion  Defined. — ^Tbe  rule  is  that  any  unlaw- 
ful interference  with  the  property  of  another,  or  exercise  of 
dominion  over  it  by  which  the  owner  is  damnified,  is  sufficient 
to  maintain  the  action.'  Every  unauthorized  assumption  of 
dominion  over  property  in  hostility  to  the  right  of  the  true  own- 
ers is  a  conversion.'  The  principle  is  applied  to  the  case  of  an 
infant  obtaining  goods  by  fraudulent  representations  as  to  his 
age;'  or  to  a  case  of  vendor  retaking  goods  after  delivery;*  or 
of  a  factor  disobeying  instructions  of  his  principal;*  or  of  a 
pledgee  of  stock  or  goods  selling  without  due  notice  to  pledgor;' 
or  of  subsequent  sale  of  shares  purchased  under  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances;^ or  of  note  deposited  by  one  bank  in  another  for 
collection,  and  diverted  to  payment  of  antecedent  debt;*  or  of 
money  iuteuded  for  payment  of  notes,  and  seized  by  the  holder 
without  giving  them  up;*  or  of  property  wrongfully  intermixed;'** 
or  of  property  seized  under  void  process;"  or  of  property  to  be 
returned  if  not  paid  for  by  a  certain  time;'*  or  of  property  ob- 
tained by  fraudulent  representations;"  or  of  property  obtained 
in  exchange  for  a  void  note."  A  sale  of  property  by  insured 
after  an  abandonment  is  a  converaion."  So  a  sale  of  property 
by  a  manufacturer  after  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  is  a  conversion." 
The  same  is  true  of  a  sale  by  one  tenant  in  common  of  the  entire 
chattel,  followed  by  exclusive  claim  and  dominipn  in  the  pur- 
chaser." Where  a  commission  merchant  places  goods  con- 
signed to  him  for  sale  in  the  hands  of  another  for  sale,  it  is  a 
conversion.'*  Or  if  a  factor  pledge  the  goods  of  his  principal 
for  his  own  debt.'*  A  wrongful  taker  of  goods  is  liable  for 
their  whole  value,  although  the  owner  had  insured  them  and 
has  been  paid  in  full.^ 

1  I^atimcr  v.  Wheeler,  1  Kcyes,  4G8.  "  Person  v.  Civcr,  29  How.  Pr.  432. 

"Boycov.  Brockway,  31  N.  Y.  490.  "(Vy  v.  Hotailing,  1  Hill,   311; 

'Eckstein  v.  Frank,  1  Daly,  334.  Olmsted  v.  Hotailing,  id.  317;  ques- 

*  Iluelet  V.  Reyns,  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  tioned  in  Huberts  v.  llandel,  3  Sandf. 
S.,  27.  707. 

s  Scott  V.  Rogers,  31  N.  Y.  079.  »*  Loeschigh  v.  Blun,  1  Daly,  49. 

*  Jaroslauskiv.  Sanndcrson,  iDaly,  '^llobinson  v.  United  Ins.  Co.,  1 
232;  Brass  v.  Worth,  40  Barb.  648;     Johns.  592. 

Campbell  V.   Parker,   9   Boaw.  322;  »«Babcock  v.  Gill,  10  Johns.  287. 
Genet  v.  Howlan*!,  45  Barb.  500;  30  i7  2Keut'8Com.3r»0;  Barton  v.  Will- 
How.  Pr.  300;   Clarke  v.  Meigs,  10  iams,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  SOo;  Wilson  v. 
Bosw.  337.  Reed,  3  Johns.  175;   Hyde  v.  Stone, 

'  Anderson  v.  Nicholas,  28  N.  Y.  9  Cow.  230;   Muniford  v.  McKay,  8 

600.  Wend.  442. 

«  Potter  V.  Merchants'  Bank,  28  N.  "  Moffat  v.  AVood,  Sehl.  notes  Nos. 

Y .  0 1 1 .  6,14;  com  men  ted  on  in  Roth  v.  Palmer, 

*  McNaugbton  v.  Cameron,  44  Barb.  27  Barl).  052. 

406.  >»Keimedy  v.  Strong,  14  Johns.  128; 

*"  Morgan  v.  Orei^g,  40  Barb.  183.  see  Henry  v.  Marvin,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 

"Kerr  v.  Mo:iiit,  28    N.  Y.  059;  71. 

Hicks  V.  Cleveland,  30  Barb.  573.  *^  Perrott  v.  Shearer,  17  Mich.  48. 


64  FORIUS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2101. 

§  2101.  Ck>nversion  by  Agent. — The  omission  or  refusal  to 
pay  over  moneys  received  by  a  factor,  agent,  or  trustee  in  the 
course  of  bis  agency  or  trust  will  not  lay  tbe  foundation  of  an 
action  of  trover,*  So  a  misuse  of  the  property  pledged  by  at- 
tempting to  sell  it  before  time  of  forfeiture  is  a  conversion.' 
An  auctioneer  wbo  in  the  regular  course  of  his  business  receives 
and  sells  stolen  goods,  and  pays  over  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
to  the  felon,  without  notice  that  the  goods  were  stolen,  is  not 
liable  to  the  true  owner  as  for  a  conversion.*  A  mere  agree- 
ment between  two  or  more  persons  to  convert  the  property  of 
another  without  an  actual  intermeddling  with  it  does  not  give 
the  owner  a  cause  of  action  against  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment.* 

§  2102.  Conversioiiy  Allegation  Sufficient. — An  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint  that  defendant  converted  the  property  to 
his  own  use,  is  sufficient.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  mode 
in  which  the  defendant  appropriated  the  property.^  A  declara- 
tion in  trover  for  a  '^  tool  chest  containing  divers  tools  and 
working  utensils/'  and  "  trunk  containing  clothes,"  held  su£Q- 
ciently  certain.'  A  narration  reciting  all  the  circumstances  at- 
tending the  seizure  and  conversion  of  a  bag  of  gold  is  imma- 
terial and  redundant.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  manner 
in  which  the  defendant  converted  the  property.*  An  allegation 
in  the  complaint  of  the  place  where  the  property  was  taken,  in 
an  action  to  recover  possession  of  personal  property,  is  surplus- 
age.* That  the  defendant  took  and  carried  away  the  goods  is 
equivalent  to  an  averment  that  he  converted  the  property  to  his 
own  use.*** 

§  2103.  Demand. — It  is  a  general  rule,  that  when  the  pos- 
session of  property  is  originally  acquired  by  a  tort,  no  demand 
previous  to  the  institution  of  the  suit  is  necessary."  In  an 
action  against  a  sheriff  for  property  tortiously  taken  by  him 
under  an  attachment  or  execution  against  some  other  person, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  a  demand  for  its  delivery 

^  Palcy  on  Agency,  79;  Weymouth  ^  Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Cal.  411. 

V.  Boycr,  1  Ves.  jun.  424;  Walter  v.  ^  Otero    v.    Bullard,   3    Cal.    189; 

Bennett,   IG  N.    Y.  250;   Harris   v.  Decker  v.  Mathews,  12  N.  Y.  321,  324. 

Schultz,  40  Barb.  315.  »Lay  v.  Neville,  25  Cal.  545. 

*  Vincent  v.  Conklin,  1  E.  D.Smith,  "Hutchinga  v.  Castle,  43  Cal.  152. 
203.  "Ledley  v.  Hays,  1  Cal.  100;  Paige 

'Rogers  V.  Huie,  2  Cal.  571.  v.  O'Neal,   12  Cal.  483;   Sargent  v. 

*Herron  v.  Hughes,  25  Cal.  555.  Sturm,  23  Cal.  359;  Ham  v.  Hencler- 

*  Decker  v.  Mathews,  12  N.  Y.  son,  50  Cal.  3G7;  Pierce  v.  V^au  Dyke, 
321,  324.  6  Hill,   C13;  Pringle  v,    PhilUps,   5 

fi  Ball  V.  Patterson,  1  Craach  C.  Ct.     Sandf.  157. 
C07. 


§  2103.  PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  65 

prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action;^  as  the  only  purpose 
of  proving  a  demand  in  trover  and  replevin  is  to  show  defend- 
ant's possession  wrongful.*  Thus,  if  a  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  an 
execution,  seizes  the  property  of  a  person,  other  than  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  whether  by  mistake  or  design,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  owner  of  the  property  thus  seized  to  make  a  demand  on 
the  sheriff  before  commencing  suit.'  Where  goods  were  wrong- 
fully taken  by  one  person,  and  came  rightfully  into  the  posses- 
sion of  another,  a  demand  upon  the  latter  should  be  averred.** 
So  in  a  case  of  a  bailee  in  good  faith,  and  where  the  goods  are 
subsequently  wrongfully  detained.^  When  a  demand  is  neces- 
sary, it  is  sufficient  to  take  it  upon  the  one  who  is  in  the  actual 
possession,  and  able  to  comply  with  it.' 

§  2104.  Demand  and  RefUsal.— A  demand  and  refusal  are 
never  necessary  as  evidence  of  conviction,  unless  the  otber  acts 
of  the  defendant  are  not  sufficient  to  prove  it.  Nor  are  they 
evidence  when  it  was  not  in  the  defendant's  power  to  deliver 
the  property  when  demanded/  The  demand  and  refusal  are 
only  evidence  of  the  conversion.^  To  constitute  a  demand 
and  refusal  an  evidence  of  a  conversion,  it  is  sufficient  that  the 
goods  are  in  the  possession  of  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  latter  on  demand  refuses  to  permit  liis  agent  to  deliver 
them.'  A  refusal  to  deliver,  retracted  before  suit  brought, 
ceases  to  be  a  conversion. *° 

§  2105.  Election  of  Remedy. — Where  personal  property 
is  tortiously  taken,  the  party  aggrieved  may  waive  the  tort  and 
sue  in  assaumpsU  for  the  value  of  the  property."  The  election 
between  the  right  to  sue  in  tort  or  in  contract  in  respect  to  the 
same  transaction,  is  conclusive,  and  when  made  must  be  abided 
by  on  trial,  and  in  its  after  consequences."    And  the  complaint 

'  Ledley  v.  Hays,  1  Cal.  160.     And  see  Chambers  v.  Lewis,  16  Abb.  Pr. 

all  cases  since  then  to  the  contrary  433;  S.  C,  28  N.  Y.  454;   Hicks  v. 

liave  l>een  overruled  in  Boulwaro  v.  Cleveland,  39  Barb.  573. 

Craddock,  30  Cal.  190;  see  also  Sar-  «  Woodworth  v.  Knowlton,  22  Cal. 

gent  V.  Stnnn,  23  Cal.  359.  164. 

-Whitman   G.  and  S.   M.  Co.  v.  ^Gilmore  v.  Newton,  9  Allen,  171. 

Tritle,  4  Nev.  494.  e  ytate    v.    Patten,    49    Me.    383; 

^Boulware  V.  Craddock,  30 Cal.  190;  Hunt  v.  Holton,  13  Pick.  210;  Pierce 

Moore  v.  Murdock,  26  Id,  524;  see  v.  Benjamin.  14  Id.  356;  Timrston  v. 

also  Woodworth  v.  Knowlton,  22  Id.  Blanchard,  22  Id.  18;  see  Badlam  v. 

104.  Tucker   1  Id.  397. 

<  Pierce  v.  Van  Dyke,  6  Hill,  613;  »  Chambers  y.  Lewis.  28  N.  Y.  454; 

Ely  V.  Ehle,  3  N.  Y.  506;  Tallman  v.  S.  C,  16  Abb.  Pr.  433.' 

Turck,  26  Barb.  167.  ^^  Wells  v.  Kcbey,  15  Abb.  Pr.  53. 

»  Purves  V.  Moltz,  5  Rob.  653.     As  "  Fratt  v.  Clark,  12  Cal.  89. 

to  cases  in  which  previous  demand  of  *=•  Bank  of  Bcloit  v.  Beale,  34  N.  Y. 

goods  from  holder  will  be  essential  to  473;  Ransom  v.  Wetmore,  39  Barb, 

render  him  liable  for  their  conversion,  104;   Wright  v.  Ritterman,   1   Abb.. 
Ebtke,  Vol..  II--6 
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must  be  framed  with  precise  reference  to  the  specific  remedy 
invoked.*  An  allegation  of  contract  by  way  of  inducement 
will  not  vary  the  nature  of  an  action  bouoding  in  tort.*  •  And 
if  no  demand  is  necessary  in  an  action  to  recover  certain  spe- 
cific personal  property,  no  demand  is  necessary  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  its  value  only.' 

§  2106.  Gist  of  the  Action,— The  conversion  is  the  gist 
of  the  action,  and  without  conversion  neither  possession  of 
property,  negligence,  nor  misfortune  will  enable  the  action  to 
be  maintained.^  Defendant  must  have  converted  the  property 
to  his  own  use,  and  if  not,  then  any  other  act  to  amount  to  a 
conversion  must  be  done  with  a  wrongful  intent,  either  ex- 
pressed or  implied.* 

§  2107.  Intent. — A  wrongful  intent  is  not  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  the  conversion.  It  is  enough  that  the  rightful  owner 
has  been  deprived  of  his  property  by  some  unauthorized  act  of 
another  assuming  dominion  or  control  over  it.^ 

§  2108.  Joinder  of  Parties,— All  the  parties  in  interest 
should  join  in  an  action  of  trover,  and  a  failure  to  join  may  be 
pleaded  in  abatement.^  In  an  action  by  the  parties  whose 
property  has  been  wrongfully  taken  under  legal  process,  all 
who  join  or  participate  in  the  trespass  are  joint  trespassers.' 
In  case  of  joint  bailees,  demand  and  refusal  by  one  is  not  of 
itself,  as  in  case  of  partners,  a  conversion.*  But  the  refusal 
by  a  partner  is  a  conversion.^" 

§  2109.  Joint  Ownership. — A  complaint  which  avers  that 
the  defendant  took  and  carried  away  **  certain  goods,  chattels, 
and  effects,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  plaintiffs,"  does  not 
necessarily  aver  a  joint  ownership  of  the  goods  in  the  plaintiff." 

J  2110.  Jurisdiction. — Actions  to  recover  compensation  for 
injuries  done  to  personal  property  may  be  maintained  wherever 
jurisdiction  of  the  parties  can  be  obtained." 

§  2111.    Measure  of  Recovery.— In    an    action    by  the 

Pr.  (N.  S.)428;  People  v.  Kelly,  Id.  Connah  v.  Hale,  23  Wend.  462;  Beck 

432;  Grocers*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  31  v.  McGillis,  9  Barb.   242;   Boyce   v. 

How.  Tr.  115.  Brockway,  31  N.  Y.  490. 

>  Smith  V.  Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  681.  '  Whitney  v.  Stark,  8  Cal.  514. 

2  Person  v.  Giver,  28  How.  Pr.  139.  «  Lewis  v.  Johns,  34  Cal.  629. 

As  to  the  effect  of  .an  election  to  waive  '  Mitchell  v.  Williams,  4  Hill,   13. 

tort  and  sue  in  assumpHUy  s«e  Mayor  *®  Holbrook    v.  Wright,  24  Wend, 

of  N.  Y.  V.  Parker  Vein  S.  S.  Co.,  8  169. 

Boaw.  300.  »i  Pelberg  v.   Gorham,  23  Cal.  349. 

•»  Whitman  G.  &  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Tritle,  "  Mclvor  v.  McCabe,  26  How.  Pr. 

4  Nev.  494.  257;  1  Ch.  PL  243;  Com.  Dig. ,  Trover, 

*  Rogers  V.  Huie,  2  CaL  671.  7;    Denton  v.  Livingstone,  9  Johns. 

'  Id.  67,  69;  Beach  v.  Beach,  2*  Hill,  262; 

^  Perkins   v.   Smith,  i   Wils.  328;  Smith  v.  Butler,  1  Daly,  508. 


§  2113.  PEKSONAL  PROPEBTT.  67 

pledgee  of  goods  against  a  stranger  for  the  conyeraion  of 
pledged  property,  the  rule  is,  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
its  full  value;  but  if  against  the  owner,  or  one  acting  in  privity 
with  him,  then  only  for  plaintiff's  special  interest  therein  as 
pledgee.^  So,  also,  as  against  sheriff  for  conversion  of  goods 
pledged,  he  will  be  held  liable  only  for  plaintiff's  special  inter- 
est in  the  goods.'  In  Nevada,  if  personal  property  is  unlaw- 
fully seized  and  converted,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  and  interest  from 
that  time  to  judgment.'  In  California,  the  damage  caused  by 
the  wrongful  conversion  of  personal  property  is  presumed  to  be: 
1.  The  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  with 
interest  from  that  time;  or,  where  the  action  has  been  prose- 
cuted with  reasonable  diligence,  the  highest  market  value  of 
the  property  at  any  time  between  the  conversion  and  the  verdict, 
without  interest,  at  the  option  of  the  injured  party;  2.  A  fair 
compensation  for  the  time  and  money  properly  expended  iu 
pursuit  of  the  property.^  One  having  a  mere  lien  on  personal 
property  can  not  recover  greater  damages  for  its  conversion, 
from  one  having  a  right  thereto  superior  to  his  after  his  lien  is 
discharged,  than  the  amount  secured  by  the  lien,  and  the  com- 
pensation allowed  by  section  3386  for  loss  of  time  and  expenses.^ 

§  2112.  Ofibr  to  Restore. — And  if,  before  suit  is  brought, 
the  defendant  unconditionally  offers  to  restore  the  property, 
the  object  is  attained,  and  the  suit  is  wholly  unnecessary.* 

§  2113.  Ownership. — Ownership  by  the  plaintiff  must  be 
shown,  or  a  special  property  with  the  immediate  right  of  pos- 
session.^ If  the  plaintiff  claims  as  owner,  an  allegation  that  he 
is  owner  is  sufficient,  without  stating  other  facts  to  show  his 
title."  But  an  equitable  title  without  an  immediate  right  to 
possession  is  not  sufficient  to  form  ground  for  this  action.'  It 
is  unnecessary  to  allege  ownership  of  the  goods  when  the  com- 
plaint alleges  a  forcible  and  wrongful  taking,'^  or  a  vested 
legal  interest,"  though  either  allegation  of  ownership  or  pos- 

'  Treadwell  v.  Davis,  34  CaL  601.  Bums  v.  Robbins,  1  Code  R.  92;  Hob- 

*I(1.  erte  v.  Willard,    Id.  100;  Heine  v. 

*  Carlyon  v.  Laanan,  4  Nev.  156.  Anderson,  2  Duer,  318. 

*  Civil  Code,  sec.  3336,  as  amended  *  VVhitcombv.Huiigerford,42fiarb. 
January  22,  1878.  177. 

*  Id.  3338.  »o  Kissam  v.  Roberts,  6  Bosw.  154, 
^Savage  v.  Perkins,   11  IIow.  Pr.     and  cases  there  cited;  Bliss  v.  Cottle, 

17.  32  Barb.  322;  Heine  v.  Andentou,  2 

'  Clark  V.  Skinner,  20  Johns.  465;  Duer,  318. 

McCurdy    ▼.    Brown,    1    Duer,    101;  "  Pope  v.  Tucker,  23  Ga.  484;  see 

Dodworth  v.  Jones,  4  Id.  201.  Hunt  v.  Pratt,  7  U.  I.  286. 

»Pepew  V.  Leal,  2  Abb.   Pr.   131; 
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sion  is  sufiScient.'  But  an  aTerment  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  is  insufficient;'  or  that  the  goods  -were  his  prop- 
^^^Jf  ^y  order  of  several  attachments  duly  issued."  Although 
the  defendant,  before  suit,*  has  parted  with  the  possession  of 
the  property,  the  action  may  be  sustained.' 

§  2114.  Parties  Plaintiffb— Who  may  Sue.— Ordinarily, 
the  owner  is  entitled  to  recover  his  specific  property,  or  its 
value,  and  can  not  be  compelled  to  accept  other  property  of 
the  same  kind  and  equal  value  in  lieu  of  that  which  was  con- 
verted.^ But  shares  of  stock  in  a  corporation  stand  upon  a  dif- 
ferent footing,  because  they  are  mere  evidences  of  interest  in 
the  business  of  the  corporation,  and  if  all  the  shares  are  of 
equal  value,  there  can  be  no  reason  for  preferring  one  share  to 
another.^  A  bailee  may  sue  for  conversion,^  also  an  adminis- 
trator.^ A  consignee  is  in  law  presumed  to  be  the  owner,  and 
may  sue.'  So  of  an  ordinary  factor,*"  or  a  factor  in  charge  of 
goods,  and  responsible  for  their  value."  The  finder  of  goods 
may  maintain  an  action  against  a  wrong-doer  who  subsequently 
converts  them.'^  A  husband  in  joint  possession  with  his  wife  of 
chattels  purchased  by  her,  may  maintain  trover  against  her 
mortgagee,  on  the  ground  that  her  contracts  were  void,  and  he 
alone  was  liable  for  the  price."  The  action  of  trover  depends 
on  legal  title,  general  or  special,  to  support  it,  and  the  mortga- 
gor, as  against  the  mortgagee,  has  no  title. ^'  A  partner  can 
not  sustain  an  action  against  his  copartner  for  the  delivery  of 
personal  property  belonging  to  the  partnership.'*  A  receiver 
of  partnership  effects  can  not  maintain  an  action  against  a  per- 
son who  had  converted  the  assets  of  the  firm  before  his  appoint- 
ment; he  must  sue  in  the  name  of  the  firm  in  whom  was  the 
legal  right  of  action."  A  sheriff  may  hold  a  party  liable  for 
conversion  who  wrongfullj'  removes  goods  levied  upon."  But 
such  action  is  only  maintainable  by  him,  and  not  by  his  dep- 

*  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,  17  Cal.  123.        ^  Green  v.  Clarke,  2  Kem.  343;  Alt 
Tattison   v.  Adams,  7  Hill,  126;    v.  Weidcnberg,  6  Bosw.  170. 

Bond  V.  Mitchell,  3  Barb.  304;  Patti-  »  Ham  v.  Henderson,  50  Cal.  367. 

son  V.  Adams,  Hill  &  D.  Sup.  426.  »Fitzhugh  v.  Wiman,  9  N.  Y.  559. 

'Vandenburghv.  VanValkenburgh,  ^^'Gorum  v.  Carey,  1  Abb,  Pr.  285. 

8  Barb.  217.  "Id. 

*  Brockway   v.   Bumap,   16  Barb.  ^'^  Mathews  v.  Har8ell,l  E.  D.  Smith, 
309;  reversing  S.  C,  12  Id.  347;  Sav-  393. 

age  V.  Perkins,  11  How.  Pr.  17;  Drake  *^  Switzer  v.  Valentine,  10  How.  Pr. 

V.  Wakefield,  11   Id.   106;   Ward  v.  109. 

Woodburn,  27  Barb.  346;  Van  Neste  i*IIeyland  v.  Badger,  35  Cal.  40-4. 

V.  Conover,  20  Id.  547;  Nichols  v.  **  Buckley  v.  Carlisle,  2  Cal.  420. 

Michael,  23  N.  Y.  264.  '«  Ycager  v.  Wallace,  44  Pcuu.  St. 

5  Atkins  V.  Gamble,  42  Cal.  86.  294;  but  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  5GS. 

*  Id.  "  Barker  v.  Binningcr,  4  Kern.  270. 
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uty.^  One  tenant  in  common  of  chattels  can  not  sue  another 
for  the  appropriation  of  his  share,  when  capable  of  severance.' 
But  otherwise  when  the  conversion  is  in  fact  a  destruction  of 
the  property.'  If  the  parties  were  tenants  in  common,  and  the 
defendant  sold  the  chattels  held  in  common,  and  appropriated 
the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  is  in 
trover,  or  by  an  action  for  money  had  and  received;  and  an  ac- 
tion for  goods,  wares,  find  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  will 
not  entitle  him  to  a  judgment.^ 

§  2115.  Parties  Defendant— Who  may  be  Sued.— Where 
the  action  is  brought  against  an  agent,  it  is  necessary  to  allege, 
not  only  that  the  defendant  receive4  the  money  as  agent,  but 
that  he  converted  it  in  the  course  of  his  employment  as  such.^ 
Trover  will  not  lie  against  an  agent,  where  the  agent,  though 
wanting  in  good  faith,  has  acted  within  the  scope  of  his  powers.' 
A  mere  omission  of  duty  is  not  enough.  Where  goods  are  de- 
tained by  an  agent  by  direction  and  command  of  his  principal, 
trover  lies  against  the  principal.^  So,  the  principal  is  liable 
where  he  receives  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  the  agent.'  In  a 
count  in  trover  against  a  earner,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  his 
duty  as  such,  if  his  business  is  set  forth,  together  with  his  neg- 
ligence, and  the  loss  resulting  therefrom.'  Where  the  defend- 
ant contracted  with  a  factor,  who  was  in  his  debt  for  certain 
goods,  but  before  he  took  them  away  was  informed  that  a  por- 
tion of  them  belonged  to  another,  his  taking  such  portion  was 
an  unlawful  assumption  of  ownership,  and  a  conversion  of  the 
property. ^^  An  infant  may  be  made  liable  in  trover,  although  the 
goods  converted  be  in  his  possession  by  virtue  of  a  previous 
contract.  The  conversion  is  still  in  its  nature  a  tort;  it  is  not 
an  act  of  omission  but  of  commission,  and  is  within  that  class 
of  offenses  for  which  infancy  can  not  afford  protection."  "Where, 
without  calling  on  the  pledgor  to  redeem,  the  pledgee  sold  the 
pledge,  the  same  being  a  chose  in  action,  this  was  a  conversion 

'  Terwilliger  v.  Wheeler,  35  Barb.  Esp.  156;  Packard  v.  Getman,  4  Wend. 

620.  613;  Norville  v.  St.  Barbe,  2  Bos.  & 

«  Fobes  V.  Shattuck,  22  Barb.  568;  Pul.  438;  1  Vent.  223;  Catlin  v.  Bell, 

Tripp  V.  Riley,  15  Id.  333;  Tinney  v,  4  Camp.  183;  McMorris  v.  Simpson, 

Stebbins,  28  Id.  290.  21  Wend.  010. 

'  Benedict    v.   Howard,   31    Barb.  '  Shotwell  v.  Few,  7  Johns.  302. 

669.  8  Olmsted  v.  Hotailing,  1  Hill,  318; 

*  Williams   v.  Chadboume,  6  Cal.  Irving  v.  Motley,  7  Biug.  543;  Cobb  v. 
559.  Dows,  10  N.  Y.  335.     As  to  the  at- 

*  Porter  v.  Hermann,   8  Cal.  019;  torney'a  liability,  see  Ford  v.  Will- 
see  also  Sharp  v.  Whipple,  1  Bosw.  iaras,  13  N.  Y.  (3  Kern.)  577. 

557.  »  Wright  V.  McKcc,  37  Vt.  161. 

«'  Murray  V.  Burling,  10  Johns.  172;       ^'^Scriber  v.  Masteu,  11  Cal.  303. 

Peak's  Cas.  49;  Severin  v.  Kcppell,  4       "  Vasse  v.  Smith,  6  Crauch,  226. 
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of  tbe  pledge,  and  the  pledgee  thereby  became  liable,  in  an 
action  for  the  conversion,  for  the  value  of  the  pledge  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion  in  excess  of  the  demand  secured  bj  the 
pledge,  with  legal  interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  the  conver- 
sion.^ The  principal  is  liable  for  a  conversion  of  goods  by  his 
agent.'  But  mere  possession  by  an  innocent  agent  does  not  of 
itself  constitute  a  conversion.'  The  agent  actually  disposing 
of  the  goods  of  another  is  liable  to  the  real  owner,  though 
ignorant  of  the  fraud  conducted  by  his  principal.^  An  action 
of  trover  may  be  maintain ed  against  a  trespasser  who  is  cutting 
timber,  as  soon  as  the  timber  is  cut.^  Where  warehousemen 
deliver  wheat  to  third  persons,  who  bought  from  the  broker  for 
their  own  debt,  on  the  ground  that  they  held  the  storage  re- 
ceipt of  defendants  to  one  S.,  who  had  loaned  money  to  E.  & 
H.  on  the  wheat  as  collateral,  and  had  indorsed  the  receipt, 
"  Deliver  to  bearer  or  E.  &  H.,"  the  defendants  knowing  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery  that  E.  &  H.  claimed  the  wheat  as  their 
property,  they  are  liable  to  E.  &  H.  for  a  conversion.' 

§  211G.  Possession  and  Right  of  Possession. — The  action 
can  not  be  maintained  without  a  property  in  the  plaintiff,  either 
general  or  special.^  The  plaintiff  must  either  have  the  posses- 
sion or  the  immediate  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property, 
to  entitle  him  to  recover."  The  right  to  possession  must  be 
present  and  immediate.*  Any  right  to  actual  possession  at  the 
time  of  taking  is  sufficient  to  form  ground  of  action. ^°  The 
action  does  not  lie  in  favor  of  a  lessor  of  chattels  during  the 
lessee's  right  of  possession."  Possession  under  a  general  or 
even  a  gratuitous  bailment  is  sufficient  evidence  of  title  to  entitle 
the  bailee  to  maintain  an  action  of  trover  against  a  stranger  who 
intermeddles  with  the  property."  "Where  M.  made  a  bill  of  sale 
of  goods  then  in  the  possession  of  G.  as  keeper  for  the  sheriff, 
as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  due  G.,  and  G.  subsequently  gave 
back  the  bill  of  sale  to  M.  without  any  liquidation  of  the  debt 

^Gay  V.  Moss,  34  Cal.  125;  see  also  v.  McCuUough,  3  Barr,  466;  Stephen- 

Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  3336  and  3338.  son  v.  Little,  10  Mich.  433. 

»  Chambers  V.  Lewis,  28  N.  Y.  454.        '2  Greenl.  on  Ev.  .552,  sec.  561; 

3  Hunt  V.  Kane,  40  Barb.  038.  Decker  v.  Mathews,  12  N.   Y.  313, 

*  Dudley  V.  Hawley,  40  Barb.  397.  and  see  321;  Redman  v.  Hendricks, 

*  Sampson  V.  Hammond,  4  Cal.  184.  1  Sandf.  32;  Wheeler  v.  Train,  3  Pick. 
«Hannav.  Flint,  14  Cal.  73.  255;  Sharp  v.  Whittenhall,  3  Hill, 
'  Hotchkiss  V.  McVickar,  12  Johns.  576. 

403;   Barton  v.  Duuninc;,  6  Blackf.  »« Frost    v.   Mott,   34    N.   Y.   253; 

209;  Grady  v.  Newby,  Id.  442.  Bowcn  v.  Fenner,  40  Barb.  383. 

8  Middlesworth    v.    Sedgwick,    10  "  Triscony  v.  Orr,  49  Cal.  612. 

Cal.  392;  Uedman  v.  Gould,  7  Blackf.  '*  Koberts  v.  Wyatt,  2  Taunt.  208; 

361;  Dauley  v.  Rector,  5  Eng.  211;  Saund.  PI.  &  Ev.  1151;  Bowcn  v.  Fen- 

Kcmx)  V.  Tl^ompson,  17  Ala.  9;  Purdy  ner,  40  Barb.  383. 
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or  change  of  the  possession  of  tlie  property,  and  the  property 
was  afterwards  sold  by  the  defendant  as  sheriff,  M.  bringing  an 
action  of  trover  against  the  defendant  to  recover  the  same,  it 
was  held  that  M.  had  no  title  to  the  property  which  he  could 
recover  in  such  an  action,  as  the  mere  handing  back  the  bill  of 
Bale  of  M.  did  not  revest  the  title  in  him.^  An  averment  in  the 
complaint  that  plaintiff  was  in  possession,  imports  that  his  pos- 
session was  lawful.^  In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of 
personal  property,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  defendant 
had  possession  in  fact  of  the  goods  at  the  time  the  action  was 
brought.  If  the  defendant  had  been  previously  in  possession, 
and  was  present  at  the  time  of  a  demand  upon  another  person 
and  refusal  by  him  at  the  place  where  the  goods  were,  he  can 
not  set  up  a  defense  of  the  action  that  he  had  parted  with  the 
possession  to  such  person.'  It  has  sometimes  been  held  that  tro- 
ver is  founded  exclusively  on  the  right  of  property.*  The  right  of 
property  and  the  right  of  possession  must  concur,  or  the  action 
will  not  lie.     The  special  property  must  arise  from  possession.^ 

§  2117.  Purchase  from  Agents. — If  one  is  intrusted  with 
goods  by  the  owner,  with  power  to  sell  the  same  at  retail  for 
the  owner,  as  his  agent  or  clerk,  and  if  he  then  sells  the  goods 
in  payment  of  his  private  debt  to  one  who  has  full  knowledge 
of  the  owner*s  title  and  the  agent's  relation  to  the  goods,  the 
purchase  made  with  this  knowledge  amounts  to  a  conversion.' 

§  2118.  Value. — An  averment  of  the  value  of  the  property 
is  not  material.^  The  value  of  the  goods  is  not  of  the  substance 
of  the  issue,  and  need  not  be  alleged.^  Nor  is  time  a  material 
allegation.'  The  wrongful  doing  of  the  act  is  sufficient,  with- 
out specifying  the  mode  or  manner  in  which  it  was  done.^°  In 
designating  the  goods,  a  description  which  will  identify  them 
is  sufficient.*^  , 

§  2119.  Who  liiable. — It  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence 
that  some  other  party  took  the  property  first,  or  that  defend- 
ants purchased  from  a  party  who  had  no  authority  to  sell;  it  is 
still  a  conversion.  Somebody  else  may  be  also  liable,  but  this 
does  not  relieve  the  defendants  from  their  liability.*' 

*  Midcllcsworth    v.    Sedgwick,    10    Trov.,  F,  1;  Connoss  v.  Meir,  2  E.  D. 
Cal.  392.  Smith,  314. 

» Sheldon  V.  Hoy,  11  How.  Pr.  11.  silichardson  v.  Hall,  21  Md.  399. 

«  Garth  v.  Howard,  5  Carr.  &  P.  346.  » Id. 

*  Hostler  V.  Skull,  1  Tayl.  152.  ^^Id. 

*  Hotchkibs  V.  McVickar,  12  Johns.  "  Root  v.  Woodruff,  6  Hill,  418. 
403;  McCnrdy  v.  Brown,  1  Diier,  101.  "Bripjgs  v.  Waugenheim,  Cal.  Sup. 

MIcrron  v.  Hughes,  25  Cal.  555.         Ct.,  Oct.  T.,  18G9. 
'  Bac.  iVbr.,  tit.  Tresp.,  I,  2;  ocud 
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§  2120.  Wrongftil  and  Unlavtrful. — It  is  not  necessary  to 
designate  the  act  as  "wrongful"  or  "unlawful"  where  the 
facts  show  an  illegal  taking  of  the  goods.' 

§  2121.  Schedule  Annexed.— Where  the  articles  are  nu- 
merous, they  may  conveniently  be  enumerated  in  a  schedule  or 
exhibit  annexed  to  the  complaint,  and  referred  to  as  such.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  state  their  value  severally.' 

§  2122.  By  Seller  against  Buyer,  under  Ck>ntraot  for 
Sale. 

Form  No,  6S6, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of 18 . . ,  at ,  the 

said  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  said  defendant  two  thousand  sheep 
[or  other  personal  property],  under  a  contract  in  writing,  by 
the  terms  of  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  furnish  range, 
pasturage,  and  care  for  said  sheep,  and  tp  pay  the  plaintiff  the 

sum  of ,  as  the  purchase   price   thereof,   within  two 

years  thereafter,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  said  sheep  to  the 
defendant  upon  such  payment  being  made. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  made  the  following  payments  on 
account  of  said  sheep,  and  none  other,  to  wit: 

III.  That  it  was  provided  in  said  contract  that  the  title  to 
said  sheep  should  remain  in  the  plaintiff  until  full  payment 
should  be  made  of  the  said  purchase  price  therein  mentioned. 

IV.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

the  defendant  wrongfully  took  said  sheep,  and  without  the  con- 
sent of  plaintiff,  sold  the  same,  and  converted  the  same  to  his 
own  use,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2123.  By  Seller  against  Fraudulent  Buyer  of  Groods, 
fbr  Conversion.    • 

Form  No.  5Si, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  defendant  represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  one  A.  B.  was 

solvent  and  in  good  credit,  and  worth dollars  over  all 

his  liabilities. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  indueed  to  sell  to  the  said 
A,  B.  [dry  goods]  to  the  value  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  said  representations  were  false,  and  known  by 

^  Buck  V.  Colbath,  7  Minn.  310;  Adams  v.  Corriston,  Id.  456. 
»  Root  V.  Woodruff,  6  Hill,  418.      . 
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tbe  defendant  to  be  so,  and  were  made  by  him  with  intent  to 
deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff. 

lY.  That  the  defendant,  having  so  obtained  from  the  plaintiff 
tbe  possession  of  said  goods,  converted  and  disposed  of  them  to 

his  own  use,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2124.  Allegations  against  Fraudulent  Buyer  and  his 
Transferee. 

Form  No.  638. 

That  the  said  [buyer]  afterwards  transferred  said  goods  to  the 
defendant  A.  B.,  who  wrongfully  detains  them  from  the  plaintiff. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the  plaintiff 

demanded  of  said  A.  B.  that  he  deliver  the  same  to  him,  but  the 
said  A.  B.  refused  to  do  so,  to  his  damage dollars. 

§  2125.  Fraud  of  Purchaser. — The  plaintiff  may  declare 
generally,  claiming  the  property  as  his,  and  charging  that  the 
defendants  have  become  possessed  of  and  wrongfully  detain  the 
same,  and  give  the  special  facts  in  evidence  on  the  trial  to 
establish  the  fraud.^ 

§  2126.  For  Goods  WrongfUlly  Taken  ftom  Possession 
of  Plaintiff's  Assignor. 

Form  No,  639, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  owned 
and  was  lawfully  possessed  of  [describe  the  property],  of  the 
value  of dollars. 

II.  That  on  the day  of  >  IB. . ,  the  defendant 

wrongfully  took  said  goods  from  the  possession  of  said  A.  B., 
and  ever  since  has  detained  the  same. 

III.  That  on  the day  of     ,  18 . . ,  said  A.  B. 

assigned  and  set  over  to  the  plaintiff  said  goods,  and  also  his 
claim  to  damages  for  said  taking  and  detention. 

lY.  By  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  has  sustained 

damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2127.  For  Goods  Wrongfully  Taken  firom  Possession 
of  Bailee. 

Form  No.  6Jfi. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  the  plaintiff  was 
and  still  is  the  owner  of  [describe  the  goods],  which  goods 

^  Bliss  V.  Cottle,  32  Barb.  322;  Hunter  v.  Hudson  River  Iron  and  Machine 
Co.,  201(1.493. 
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were  tben  in  the  possesfiion  of  A.  B.,  with  whom  the  plaintiff 
had  left  the  same  for  safe  keeping  [or  otherwise]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  IB  •  • ,  the  defend- 
ant wrongfully  took  said  goods  from  the  possession  of  said 
A.  B.,  and  still  detains  the  same  from  the  plaintiff  without  his 
consent,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

III.  That  before  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  the  time  which  the  said  A.  B.  was  safely  to 

keep  said  goods  had  expired,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  be- 
came entitled  to  the  immediate  and  exclusive  possession  of  said 

goods. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2128.  Bailee  Holding  Lien. — The  right  of  possession  of 
a  bailee  holding  a  lien  does  not  preclude  the  owner  from  main- 
taining this  action  against  a  third  person  wrongfully  taking  the 
goods  from  the  bailee.  Either  the  owner  or  the  bailee  may 
bring  the  action.^ 

§  2129.    For  Conversion  of  a  Promissory  Note. 

Form  No.  S4I, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  made  his  promissoiy  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  [insert  copy],  which  note  was  made  and  delivered  b}''  the 
plaintiff  to  A.  B.,  without  consideration,  and  for  his  accommo- 
dation, and  with  the  special  purpose  and  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  said  A.  B.,  that  [state  intended  appropriation 
of  the  note  as  the  fact  was]. 

n.  That  said  note  was  thereafter  offered  by  said  A.  B.  to  the 
bank  of ,  which  refused  to  discount  the  same,  and  re- 
turned it  to  the  said  A.  B.,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  became  en- 
titled to  the  possession  thereof  [or  state  facts  as  they  occurred]. 

III.  That  thereafter,  but  before  the  maturity  of  the  note,  the 
defendant,  C.  D.,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
plaintiff  or  of  A.  B.,  unlawfully  took  the  said  note  from  the  pos- 
session of  A.  B.,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant  E.  F.;  and 
that  the  defendants  thereupon  converted  and  disposed  of  it  to 
their  own  use,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  it,  to 

his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]' 

§  2130.     Value  of  Note.— If  the  plaintiff  does  not  know  the 

^  Sec  Fitzhugh  v.  Wiman,  9  N.  Y.     notes  may  be  described  in  the  com- 
559;  Ncff  v.  Thompson,  8  liarb.  213.      plant,  see  Dowa  v.  Bignall,  Hill  &  D, 
^  As  to  the  manner  in  which  bank    8u}jp.  407. 
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exact  amount  of  the  note  converted,  be  may  state  it  as  "  of 
great  value,  to  wit,  the  value  of,"  etc.,  designating  a  sum.*    The 
amount  of  the  note  is  prima  facie  the  measure  of  damages.^ 
§  2131.    By  Assignee  after  ConveTsion. 

Form  No.  542. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  before,  and  until  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one 
A.  B.  owned  and  was  lawfully  possessed  of  [designate  the 
goods],  or  was  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  [describe 
the  goods]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  defend- 
ant converted  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

III.  That  on  the  day  of ,  18. . ,  said  A.  B.  as- 
signed to  the  plaintiff  his  claim  against  the  defendant  for  dam- 
ages for  said  conversion. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2132.  Asslgmnent  by  Married  Women. — An  assignment 
by  married  women  of  certain  specific  goods  and  chattels,  "  aa 
well  as  all  claims  and  demands  for  any  portion  of  them,"  carries 
the  ;t'ght  of  action  for  the  previous  wrongful  taking  of  any  of 
the  assigned  goods." 

§  2133.  Asfiigmnent  for  Benefit  of  Creditors. — A  general 
assignment  of  all  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  held  to 
pass  a  right  of  action  for  the  conversion  of  promissory  notes.* 

§  2134.  Consideration  of  Assignment. — It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  the  consideration  of  the  assignment.^  A  general 
averment  of  ownership  is  sufficient  in  an  action  by  an  assignee 
before  the  conversion.  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  Lis  title 
in  the  complaint.  Under  such  an  averment,  a  bill  of  sale  from 
the  former  owner  may  be  given  in  evidence.' 

§  2135.  Conversion  befbre  Assignment.  —  Where  the 
complaint  charges  a  conversion  of  personal  property  after  its 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff,  he  can  not  recover  for  a  conversion 
before  its  assignment.  The  case  is  not  a  variance,  but  the 
causes  of  action  are  distinct.^ 

§  2136.  Complaint  by  Assignees. — Where  the  complaint 
averred  that  defendant  wrongfullj*  took  and  detained  from  one 
Johnson  certain  county  warrants  owned  by  the  latter;  that  uubse- 

'  Bissel  V.  Drake,  19  Johns.  66.  389;  and  see  Wcstcott  v.  Keclur,  4 

"Ingalls    V.    Lord,    1    Cow.    240;  Bosw.  504. 
Decker  v.  Mathews,  5  Sandf.  430.  *  Vogel  v.  Badcock,  1  Al)l>.  Pr.  176. 

'Sherman  ▼.  Elder,  24  N.  Y.  3S1.         «Heine  v.  Anderson,  2  Duer,  [MS. 
*Whittaker  v.   Merrill,   30  Barb.         ^Whittaker  v.  Merrill,  30 liarb.a^iO. 
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quently  Johnson  assigned  to  plaintiff  bis  right  in  the  warrants,  and 
the  moneys  which  might  be  made  by  the  same;  and  that,  after  this 
assignment,  plaintiff  demanded  the  warrants  from  defeudaut, 
who  refused  to  deliver  them,  it  was  held  that  this  complaint 
stated  a  sufficient  cause  of  action;  that  as  assignee  of  Johnson, 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  warrants  or  their  value,  with 
damages  for  their  detention  accruing  after  their  assignment.' 

§  2137.  Demand  by  Assignee.— Such  a  claim  will  pass  by 
a  general  assignment  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  creditors. 
And  a  new  demand  by  the  assignee  is  unnecessary.' 

§  2138.  Power  of  Owner  after  Conversion. — After  the 
conversion  of  a  chattel  or  an  injury  to  real  or  personal  prop- 
erty, the  owner  may  either  sell  the  chattel  itself  or  assign  his 
right  of  action  for  the  conversion  or  injury.' 

§  2139.  Right  of  Action  Assignable.— A  right  of  action 
of  this  nature  is  assignable,  and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his 
own  name.* 

§  2140.    Against  One  in  Possession  Innocently. 

Ibrm  N'o.  543, 
[Tttlb.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  ownership.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

one  A.  B.  wrongfully  took  said  goods  and  chattels  from  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  unjustly  detained  the  same. 

III.  That  thereafter  the  same  came  into  the  possession  of  the 
defendant,  who  refused  to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiff,  although^ 

before  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the day  of >  18 . . , 

the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  of  the  defendant  possession  of  the 
same. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  still  unlawfully  withholds  and  de- 
tains said  goods  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of  the  plaint- 
iff, to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2141.  Action  by  Assignee.— Where  the  defendant  is 
assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  from  wrong-doera,  it  is 
necessary  to  allege  that  defendant  has  refused  to  deliver  it  up 

>  Lazard  v.  Wheeler,  22  Cal.  1 39.  S.  C. ,  2  Abb.  Pr.  167 ;  North  v.  Turner, 

2  McKee  v.  Judd,  12  N.  Y.  622.  9  Serg.  &  R.  244;  Hoyt  v.  Thompson, 

•  Hall  V.  Robinson,  2  Comst.  293;  1  Seld.  347;  McKee  v.  Judd,  2  Ker- 

Cass  V.  New  Haven  R.  R.  Co.,  1  E.  nan,  622;  see  Hicks  v.  Cleveland,  o9 

D.  Smith,  622;  Robinson  v.  Weeks,  Barb.  573;  Waldron  v.   WiUard,   17 

1  Code  Rep.  311;  McGinn  v.  Worden.  N.  Y.  466. 

3  E.  D.  Smith,  355;  Wilson  v.  Cook,  *  Gradwohl  v.  Harris,  29  Cal.  150; 

Id.  252;  Howell  v.  Kroose,  4  Id.  357;  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  367. 
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upon  demand.*    But  if  an  actual  wrongful  conversion  of  the 
property  is  proved,  proof  of  a  demand  is  unnecessary.' 
§  2142.    By  Administrator,  after  Conversion, 

Form  No.  544, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  before  and  until  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one 
A.  B.  was  lawfully  possessed  of  [or  was  entitled  to  the  imme- 
diate possession  of — describe  goods],  the  property  of  the  said» 
A.  B.,  of  the  value  of dollars. 

II.  That  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  the  same  came 

into  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  who  from  that  day  until 
the  commencement  of  this  action  has  detained  the  same. 

III.  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit, 
on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  said  A.  B.  [or  the  plaint- 
iff] demanded  the  same  from  the  defendant,  but  he  refused  to 
deliver  them. 

lY.  That  thereafter  and  before  this  action,  said  A.  B.  died 

intestate,  and  on  the   day  of ,  18. . ,  letters  of 

administration  upon  the  estate  of  said  A.  B.,  deceased,  were 
duly  issued  and  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  probate  court  of 

the  county  of ,  of  this  state,  appointing  the  plaiutiff 

administrator  of  all  the  goods,  chattels,  .aud  credits  which  were 
of  said  deceased,  and  that  the  plaintiff  thereupon  duly  quali- 
fied as  such  administrator,  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of 

the  duties  of  his  said  office,  and  is  now  such  administrator. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2143.  Where  Action  Lies. — The  administri^r  may 
maintain  an  action  for  wrongful  conversion  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  deceased,  before  the  issuance  of  letters.'  Such  an 
action  may  be  maintained  without  the  aid  of  section  116  of  the 
probate  act;*  and  such  section  does  not  give  a  new  right  of 
action,  but  merely  increases  the  damages.' 

§  2144.  Essential  Averments.— A  complaint  in  replevin, 
by  an  executor,  should  show  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  leav- 
ing a  will,  the  appointment  therein  of  the  plaintiff  as  executor, 
the  probate  of  the  will,  the  issuance  of  letters  testamentary  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  his  qualification  and  entry  upon  the  discharge 
of  his  duties  as  executor.'    When  the  complaint  in  such  an 

1  Fuller  V.  Lewis,  3  Abb.  Pr.  383;  »  Jahna  v.  Nolting,  29  Cal.  507. 

see  also  Gumey  v.  Kenny,  2  E.  D.  *Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1458. 

Smith,  132.  *Id. 

•^  Davison  v.  Donadi,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  «  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  10  Cal,  575. 
121;  Pringle  v.  Phillips,  5  Sandf.  157. 
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action  alleges  that  the  defendant  embezzled,  alienated,  and  con- 
verted to  bis  own  use  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  and 
prays  for  double  damages,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
double  damages  if  the  proof  sustains  the  allegation.' 

§  2145.  Demand  of  Property. — In  suit  bj  an  administrator 
for  conversion  of  the  property  of  the  estate  under  section  116  of 
the  statute  to  regulate  the  settlement  of  estates,'  the  proof  as  to 
the  right  or  title  or  possession  of  plaintiff,  and  the  taking-  or 
interference  by  defendant  being  conflicting,  it  is  error  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  a  mere  demand  on  the  defendant,  and  the  refusal 
by  him  to  surrender  the  property,  will  charge  him  with  a  cou- 
version.* 

§  2146.  Ownership. — A  complaint  in  replevin,  alleging  that 
F.  was  seised  and  possessed  of  certain  premises  at  the  time  of 
his  death;  that  the  plaintiffs  were  appointed  the  executors  of 
his  last  will  and  testament,  and  ever  since  their  appointment 
have  been  in  the  possession  of  the  premises;  that  certain  per- 
sons, whose  names  are  not  designated,  entered  upon  the  same 
without  authority  and  cut  down  timber  growing  thereon,  to  the 
amount  of  about  three  hundred  cords;  that  the  defendant  after- 
wards also  entered  upon  the  premises  without  authority,  and 
removed  the  wood  thus  cut,  and  still  detains  it  from  the  plaint- 
iffs; tbat  they  have  demanded  the  possession  of  the  same  from 
him,  and  that  he  refuses  to  deliver  it  to  them,  to  their  damage 
of  one  thousand  dollars,  the  alleged  value  of  the  wood,  suffi- 
ciently shows  plaintiffs'  ownership  of  the  wood.* 

§  2147.    For  Conversion  of  a  Bond. 

Fomh  No.  64^, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

one  A.  B.  was  the  owner  of  a  bond,  a  copy  of  which  is  aunesed 
as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  and  marked  ''  Exhibit  A,"  and  by 
his  agent,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  deposited  it  with  the 
defendant  for  the  purpose  of  [here  briefly  state  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  deposited]. 

II.  That  after  a  reasonable  time  for  [state  purpose]  and  on 
the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  said  A.  B.  de- 
manded from  the  defendant  the  said  bond,  or  the  value  thereof; 
but  the  defendant  refused  either  to  return  it  or  to  pay  its  value 
to  the  said  A.  B. 

^  Jahns  v.  Nolting,  29  Cal.  507.  •  Beckman  v.  McKay,  14  Cal.  25a 

»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1458.  * HaUeck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  674. 
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in.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

the  said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  bond,  to> 
gether  with  all  his  right  of  action  against  the  defendant  and  all 
other  persons,  to  recover  its  value,  or  its  possession,  or  damages. 

lY.  That  the  value  of  said  bond  at  the  date  of  said  demand 

was  the  sum  of dollars.     [If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 

recover  special  damages,  allege  the  facts  which  show  it.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2148.  Bond  or  Written  Instrument. — In  an  action  for 
the  conversion  of  a  bond  or  written  instrument,  the  plaintiff 
should  name  the  parties  to  it,  and  his  declaration  should  show 
that  it  was  an  iDstrumeut  in  writing,  although  he  can  not  be 
held  to  an  exact  description.* 

§  2149.    Claim  and  Delivery. 

Form  2^0,  546. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  was  the  owner  [or  otherwise]  of  the  following  goods 

and  chattels  [of  the  value  o^ dollars],  to  wit:  [describe 

goods.] 

II.  That  the  defendant  on  the day  of >  18 . . , 

at  the  city  and  county  of ,  without  the  plaintiff's  con- 
sent, and  wrongfully,  took  said  goods  and  chattels  from  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on 

the day  of » 18. . ,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the 

defendant  possession  of  said  goods  and  chattels. 

lY.  That  said  defendant  still  unlawfully  withholds  and  de- 
tains said  goods  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  his  damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant. 

1.  For  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  said  goods  and  chat- 
tels, or  for  the  sum  of dollars,  the  value  thereof  [in 

case  a  delivery  can  not  be  had]. 

2.  For dollars  damages,  and  for  costs  of  suit. 

§  2150.  Aotion  Defined. — The  action  for  "  claim  and  deliv- 
ery of  personal  property,"  under  the  practice  of  California,  is 
at  least  commensurate  with  the  action  of  detinue  at  common 
law.'    It  was  formerly  the  action  of  replevin.'    The  primary 

*  Piereon  v.  Townscnd,  2  Hill,  650. 
«  McLaughlin  v.  Piatti,  27  Cal.  464. 

*  De  MoU  V.  Uagerman,  8  Cow.  220. 
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object  of  the  suit  is  the  recovery  of  the  thing  itself.  The  value 
is  recovered  only  in  the  alternative  that  the  thing  is  not  re- 
turned.' And  herein  lies  the  difference  between  this  action  and 
the  action  corresponding  with  the  former  action  of  trover,  where 
an  offer  before  suit  is  not  equivalent  to  a  tender."  The  plaintiff 
out  of  possession  can  not  sue  for  property  severed  from  the  free- 
hold when  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  premises  from 
which  the  property  was  severed,  holding  them  adversely  in  good 
faith  under  claim  and  color  of  title.'  But  by  the  action  of  claim 
and  delivery  the  true  owner  of  land  may  maintain  replevin  to 
recover  wood  cut  on  the  land  by  one  in  possession  of  the  same 
without  color  of  title.*  Replevin  is  the  proper  remedy  to  re- 
cover a  package  of  gold  sealed  up  in  a  leather  bag.*  Replevin 
does  not  lie  for  goods  deposited  with  the  plaintiff  by  a  stranger 
who  has  no  interest  in  them.' 

§  2151.  Allegations  Essential.— In  an  action  against  a 
sheriff  for  the  value  of  a  piano  seized  by  him  on  an  eicecutioa 
against  the  plaintiff,  who  claimed  the  same  as  exempt  from  exe- 
cution, an  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
pianist,  and  that  he  had  taught  music  within  three  months 
prior  to  the  time  when  his  piano  was  seized,  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  teaching  music  was  his  business  at  the  time  of  such 
seizure.^  Where  the  recovery  of  the  property  is  the  primary 
object  of  the  suit,  as  in  some  cases  where  damages  will  not 
compensate  plaintiff,  he  should  frame  his  bill  in  equity,  speci- 
fying the  reasons  therefor,  and  then  a  decree  cap  be  made  to 
compel  specific  delivery.' 

§  2152.  Cepit— Detinet.-~The  distinction  must  still  be  pre- 
served between  the  wrongful  taking  and  the  wrongful  detention. 
If  the  original  taking  was  lawful,  the  action  must  be  in  the 
deivwt;^  and  one  who,  having  possession  originally  lawful,  refuses 
to  deliver,  is  not  liable  in  the  cepii.^^  So  the  grantee  in  a  sheriff's 
deed  can  not  have  replevin  in  the  cepU  for  timber  cut  by  debtor 
during  the  period  allowed  for  redemption. ^^    Replevin  in  the 

^Hunt  V.  Robinson,  11  Cal.  277.  in  jJosscssion  without  color  of  title 

'Savage  v.  Perkins,  11   How.  Pr.  conimcuted  on  in  Page  v.  Fowler,  28 

17;  and  see  Vogel  v.  Badcock,  1  Abb.  Id.  GOo. 

Pr.  17G;  McCurdy  v.  Brown,  1  Duer,        *$kidinore  v.  Taylor,  29  Cal.  619. 
101.  *  Harrison   v.  Mcintosh,   1   Johns. 

"Halleck  v.  Mixer,    16  Cal.   579;  380. 
affirmed  in  Page  v.  Fowler,  37  Id.  100.         '  Tanner  v.  Billings,  18  Wis.  103. 

*  Kimball  v.  Lohmas,  31   Cal.  1.56;        ^  Nickerson   v.   Chattertc»n,  7  Cal. 

Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Id.  579;  Page  v.  570. 

Fowler,  37  Id.  100.   The  common-law        »  Randall  v.  Cook,  17  Wend.  53. 
rule  in  relation  to  the  right  of  the       *o  Ilymaun  v.  Cook,  How.  App.  Cas. 

owner  of  land  to  recover  possession  419. 
of  cord  wood  cut  on  the  land  by  one       "  Rich  v.  Baker,  3  Denio,  79. 
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cepit  will  only  lie  where  trespass  will  lie.*  And  only  where  a 
present  right  of  possession  is  shown.'  Replevin  in  the  delinet 
as  well  as  in  the  cepil  will  lie  upon  a  tortious  taking,  for  plaint- 
iff may  waive  the  force.'  And  in  such  case,  a  demand  before 
sait  is  not  necessary.* 

§  2153.  Character  or  Capacity. — It  is  not  necessary  to 
designate  a  public  officer  defendant  by  his  official  character. 
He  is  to  be  rendered  liable  in  his  individual  capacity.^  The 
deputy  may  be  joined  with  the  principal.' 

§  2154.  Claim  to  Property. — It  is  the  privilege  of  the 
plaintiff  to  claim  the  delivery  of  the  property  at  any  time  before 
the  filing  of  the  answer,  but  it  is  not  compulsory  upon  him  to 
do  so.^  And  whether  he  claims  it  or  not  before  the  answer 
filed,  does  not  affect  the  question  of  ultimate  relief. ' 

§  2155.  Custody  of  the  Law. — In  general,  goods  in  the 
custody  of  the  law  can  not  be  replevied.'  Even  if  the  execu- 
tion has  been  paid  and  satisfied.^''  If  the  officer  upon  an  execu- 
tion against  A.  seizes  the  goods  of  B.,  the  latter  may  bring 
replevin."  Or,  if  the  judgment  was  void  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, replevin  lies." 

§  2156.  Damages. — In  actions  for  taking  and  detaining  per- 
sonal property,  no  circumstances  of  aggravation  being  shown, 
the  measure  of  damage  is  the  fixed  value  of  the  property,  with 
interest  up  to  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  verdict.'*  So  in 
an  action  against  a  sheritf  for  wrongful  seizure  and  sale  of  prop- 
erty.*^ Damages  are  to  be  ascertained  at  the  place  where  it  is 
detained  when  the  action  is  commenced."  But  where  the  value 
of  the  goods  is  fluctuating,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  the  highest 
market  value  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  or  at  an^ime  after- 

1  Marshall  v.  Davis,  1  Wend.  109;  »  Wellman  v.  English,  38  Cal.  583. 

Nash  V.  Moshcr,  19  Id.  431;  Wilson  •  Mills  v.  Martin,  19  Johns.  32;  Isley 

V.  Barker,  4  Barn.  &  A.  614;  Vin.,  v.   Stubbs,  5  Mass.  283;  Pearson  v. 

Tresp.  (M),  PI.  11;  Bac.  Abr.,  Tresp.  Roberts,  Willes,  672;  Rex  v.  Monk- 

(E),  2;  Bro.  Abr.,  Tresp.,  PL  58;  Bar-  house,  2  Stra.  1184;  1  Ch.  PI.  160;  3 

rett  V.  Warren,  3  Hill,  348;  Rich  v.  Bl.  Com.  148;  Marshall  v.  Davis,  1 

Baker,  3  Deuio,  79.  Wend.  109;  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  2  Wend. 

*  Rogers  v.  Arnold,  12  Wend.  30;  475. 

Sharp  V.   W^hittenhall.   3  Hill,  576;  '^Gardnerv.  Campbell,  15 Johns.  401. 

Wheeler  v.  Train,  3  Pick.  255;  Red-  "  Thompson   v.  Button,  14  Johns, 

man  v.  Hendricks,  1  Sandf.  32.  84;  see  Gardner  v.  Campbell,  15  Id. 

»  Ciimmings  v.  Vorce,  3  Hill,  282;  401;  Judd  v.  Fox,  9  Cow.  259. 

Pierce  v.  Vandyke,  0  Id.  613;  Zach-  ^^  Mills  v.  Martin,  19  Johns.  7. 

risson  v.  Ahman,  2  Sandf  68.  "  Dorsey  v.  Manlove,  14  Cal.  553; 

*Id.;  Stiilman  v.  Squire,  1  Denio,  Hamer    v.    Hathaway,   33   Id.    117; 

327.  Phillips  v.  Sutherland,  1  West  Coast 

*  Stiilman  v.  Squire,  1  Denio,  327.  Rep.  350. 

« Waterbury   v.    Wcstervelt,   9  N.  ^*  Pclberg  v.  Gorham,  23  Cal.  349; 

Y.  598;  King  v.  Orser,  4  Duer,  431.  11  Id.  22. 

7  W  elhiian  v.  English,  38  CaL  533.  **  Hisler  v.  Carr,  34  Cal.  641. 
Bktee,  VoXi.  II— 6 
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wards/  the  market  value  to  be  ascertained  at  the  place  of  the 
conversion.*  Interest  is  allowed  as  a  matter  of  rigbt  from  the 
time  when  value  is  estimated.'  The  defendants  are  not  en- 
titled to  claim  compensation  for  money  or  services  laid  out  or 
expended  upon  the  plaintiff's  property,  in  the  absence  of  a  re- 
quest on  bis  part.  No  request  will  be  presumed  when  the 
property  of  one  person  is  taken  under  legal  process  against  an- 
other.* The  damages  when  the  property  has  been  delivered  is 
the  legal  interest  on  the  value  thereof  during  the  detention.' 
In  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  a  mare,  and  damages  for 
her  detention,  damages  resulting  from  the  mare's  losing  flesh, 
and  the  breeding  season,  during  such  detention,  should  be 
specially  alleged.' 

§  2157.  Demand. — In  this  form  of  action  a  demand  must  be 
proved.^  It  is  only  when  the  original  possession  is  lawful,  and 
the  action  relies  upon  the  unlawful  detention,  that  a  demand  is 
required.*  Where  the  taking  is  by  an  officer  upon  proper  legal 
authority,  a  demand  is  necessary  in  order  to  make  him  liable  in 
damages.* 

§  2158.  Execution-Creditor  Joined. — If  the  levy  was  mode 
by  the  direction  of  the  execution-creditor,  he  also  may  be 
joined. *° 

§  2159.  Fixtures,  when  Personal  Property. — By  the 
wrongful  severance  from  the  premises,  the  fixtures  become  per- 
sonal property,  for  the  recovery  of  which  an  action  of  replevin 
will  lie  by  the  purchaser  after  he  obtains  the  sheriff's  deed." 

§  21C0.  Liabilities  of  Third  Persons.— Where  a  person  is 
in  possession  of  goods  belonging  to  another,  which  he  is  bound 
to  deliver  upon  demand,  if  he,  without  authority  from  the 
owner,  parts  with  that  possession  to  one  who  refuses  to  deliver 
them,  he  is  responsible  in  detinue  equally  with  the  party  refus- 
ing. He  contributes  to  the  detention."  A  third  person,  who 
acquires  possession  of  the  goods  from  a  wrong-doer,  is  liable 

^  Douglass  V.   Kraft,  9  Cal.   563;  132;   Storm  v.  Livingston,  6  Johns. 

Dorsey  v.  Manlove,  14  Id.  555;  Hamer  44. 
V.  Hathaway,  33  Id.  117.  «  Paige  v.  O'Neal,  12CaL  483;  Bacon 

*  Id.  v.  Robson,  53  Cal.  399. 

'  III.;  but  see  Civil  Code,  sec.  3336,  •Daumiel  v.   Gorham,  6  Cal.   43; 

as  amended,  1878.  Killey  v.  Scannell,  12  Id.  73. 

*  Hislcr  V.  Carr,  34  Cal.  641.  i'^  Allen  v.  Crary,    10  Wend.   349; 

*  Nickerson  v.  Chatterton,  7  CaL  Acker  v.  Campbell,  23  Id.  372;  Marsh 
568;  Douglass  v.  Kraffc,  9  Id.  562.  v.  Backus.  10  Barb.  483. 

«  Stevenson  v.  Smith,  28  Cal.  102.  "Sands  v.  Pfeiffcr,  10  Cal.  258. 

7  Powei-s  V.  Bassford,  19  How.  Pr.  "  Nichols  v.  Michael,  23  N.  Y.  264; 

309;  Fuller  v.  Lewis,  3  Abb.  Pr.  384;  Dunham  v.  Troy  Union  R.  R.  Co.,  3 

Bee  Gurney  v.  Kenny,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  Keyes,  543. 
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when  notice  has  been  given/  And  against  sucb,  no  demand  is 
necessary.* 

§  2161.  Property  Taken  for  Tax.— In  New  York,  under 
a  statute  providing  that  replevin  sball  not  lie  for  goods  taken 
for  a  tax  pursuant  to  statute,  it  was  held  that  property  taken 
from  the  owner  for  a  tax  assessed  on  Lim  under  a  statute  of  tbe 
X^iiited  States,  can  not  be  replevied  by  him.'  Yet  tbe  rightful 
possessor  of  goods  unlawfully  seized  under  a  warrant  against 
another  for  non-payment  of  taxes,  may  prosecute  an  action  to 
recover  possession  of  such  goods,  and  take  proceedings  of  claim 
and  delivery  of  such  goods.^  lu  such  cases  tbe  court  can  not 
inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  x^i^oceedings  upon  which  the 
warraiit  issued.' 

§  2162.  Relief. — If  there  are  several  defendants,  the  court 
may  adjudge  a  return  of  the  property  in  favor  of  such  of  the 
defendants  as  appear  to  be  entitled  to  a  return,  and  refuse  it  as 
to  such  of  them  as  are  not.'  The  judgment  must  be  in  the 
alternative,  and  not  in  any  case  absolutely,  for  the  value  of  the 
property.^ 

§  2163.  Right  of  Possession. — ^Replevin  lies  for  goods  and 
chattels  unlawfully  taken  or  detained,  and  may  be  brougbt 
whenever  one  person  claims  personal  property  in  tbe  possession 
of  another,  and  this  whether  the  claimant  has  ever  had  posses- 
sion or  not,  and  wbetber  his  j^roperty  in  tbe  goods  be  absolute 
or  qualified,  provided  be  has  the  right  to  tbe  possession."  A 
bill  of  sale  of  a  given  number  of  cattle,  part  of  a  herd  ruuning 
on  the  seller's  ranch,  giving  the  purchaser  tbe  right  to  select 
the  number  sold,  and  take  the  same  immediately,  gives  to  tbe 
purchaser  tbe  right,  after  demand  and  refusal,  to  recover  pos- 
session of  tbe  entire  herd  in  an  action  at  law,  and  then  select 
the  number  purchased,  and  return  the  residue  to  the  seller.' 
The  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  his  prior  actual  possession  of  the 
land,  will  be  entitled  to  recover,  unless  the  defendants  prove 
tbey  entered  in  good  faith,  with  tbe  intention  to  pre-empt  tbe 
laud,  on  which  hay  was  cut,  and  bad  actual  possession  of  it  at 
tbe  time.*" 


»  Olmsted  v.  Hotailing,  1  Hill,  317, 
and  cases  there  cited;  and  see  Ely  v. 
Ehle,  3  N.  Y.  506. 

'  Pringle    v.     Phillips,    6    Sandf. 

3  b'Reilly  v.  Good,  42  Barb.  5*21;  S. 
C,  18  Abb,  Pr.  IOC. 

*St4jckwell  V.  Victch,  15  Abb.  Pr. 
412. 

*  People  V.  Albany,  7  Wend.  485. 


•Woodbum  v.  Chamberlin,  17 
Barb.  440. 

•  Fitzhugh  V.  Wiman,  9  N.  Y.  559; 
Dwight  V.  Enos,  Id.  470. 

*  Lazard  v.  Wheeler,  22  Cal.  139; 
Pangburn  v.  Partridge,  7  Johns.  140, 
and  cases  there  cited;  Cressonv.  .Stout, 
17  Id.  110. 

»]\TcLanghlin  v.  Piatti,  27  Cal.  404. 
I'^Page  V.  Fowler,  37  CiL  112. 
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§  21 64.  When  Replevin  Lies. — Rei)levin  lies  by  the  owner 
of  chattels  against  one  who  has  merely  directed  the  sheriff  to 
levy  on  them.*  Replevin  lies  wherever  trespass  would  lie,' 
This  does  not  mean  that  the  remedies  are  always  concurrent, 
but  that  wherever  trespass  would  lie,  and  the  defendant  was  in 
possession  of  the  goods,  replevin  would  lie.'  Replevin  for  hay 
cut  on  public  lands  can  not  be  maintained  by  a  prior  possessor 
against  one  who  was  in  adverse  possession,  claiming  a  pre- 
emption right,  entered  when  he  cut  the  hay.^  The  action  for 
replevin  would  not  lie  for  emblements  cut  and  taken  by  a  per- 
son who  was  at  the  time  of  the  taking  in  possession  of  the  land.^ 
A  safe  in  the  possession  of  McC,  belonging  to  W.,  F.  &  Co.,  for 
whom,  as  also  for  plaintiff,  he  was  agent,  contained  six  thou- 
sand dollars  in  coin.  Of  this  sum  four  hundred  dollars  be- 
longed to  W.,  F.  &  Co.,  the  balance  to  plaintiff.  Defendant, 
as  sheriff,  under  a  writ  against  McC,  seized  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  dollars  of  the  money  in  the  safe  as  his  property,  and 
put  it  in  a  bag.  Plaintiff  then  claimed  the  money  as  his,  McC. 
being  present  and  not  objecting.  It  was  held  that  this  amounted 
to  a  segregation  of  the  one  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars 
from  the  mass  of  coin  in  the  safe,  so  as  to  sustain  replevin  by 
plaintiff.' 

§  2165.  When  Action  will  not  Lie.— If  an  officer  by  his 
misconduct  induces  a  sale  of  property  for  less  than  it  would 
otherwise  have  brought,  the  remedy  must  be  by  an  action  for 
damages  for  the  loss  resulting  from  his  acts,  and  not  an  action 
to  recover  the  property  or  its  value.' 

§  2166.  Wrongful  Detention. — This  action  is  based  upon 
a  wrongful  detention  of  the  property;  and  such  wrongful  deten- 
tion must  exist  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.^  But  facts 
must  be  ^hown,  as  the  averments  in  a  complaint  of  ''  wrongful 
and  unlawful "  may  be  stricken  out  as  surplusage.* 

§  2167.  Wrongful  Taking.— Alleging  that  the  defendant 
took  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  unjustly  detains  the  same, 
sufficiently  imports  a  wrongful  taking. ^° 

1  Knapp  V.  Smith,  27  N.  Y.  277.  *  Rich  v.  Baker,  3 Den.  79;  De  Mott 

2  Paugburn  v.  Partridge,  7  Johns,    v.  Hagerman,  8  Cow.  220. 

140;  Marshall  v.  Davis,  1  Wend.  109.  «GriBith  v.  Bogardus,  14  Cal.  410. 

»Pvoberts  V.  Randel,  3  Sandf.  707;  'Foster  v.  Coronel,  Oct.  T.,  18G7. 

further  qualified  as  meaning  that  it  ^Savage  v.  Perkins,  11  How.  Pr. 

would  lie  where  trespass  might  bo  17' 

brought:    Thompson  v.    Button,    14  'Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  574. 

Johns.  84;  Clark  V.  Skinner,  20  Id.  405.  "Childs  v.  Hart,  7  Barb.  370;  com- 

*  Page    V.    Fowler,    28    Cal.    006;  pare  Reynolds  v,  Louusbury,  0  liill, 

affirmed  in  Page  v.  Fowler,  Oct.  T.,  534. 
1809. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

FOR  REAL  PROPERTY. 

§  2168.    ElJeotment,  Alleging  Title  in  Fee  Simple. 

Form  ^o.  S47, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  was  seised  in 

fee  and  possessed  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  that  cer- 
tain tract  of  land  situated  in  the  county  of ,  state  of 

,  described  as  follows:  [description  of  property]. 

II.  That  while  the  plaintiff  was  so  seised,   the  defendant 

afterwards,  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  and  without  right 

or  title,  entered  into  possession  of  the  demanded  premises,  and 
ousted  and  ejected  plaintiff  therefrom,  and  now  unlawfully  with- 
holds the  possession  thereof  from  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  in 
the  sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  value  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  said 

premises  from  the  said day  of >  18. . ,  and  while 

the  plaintiff  had  been  excluded  therefrom  by  the  defendant,  is 
dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  the  defendant: 

1.  For  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  demanded 
]4remises,  and  for  the  sum  of dollars,  damages  for  with- 
holding the  possession  thereof. 

2.  For  the  sum  of dollars,  the  value  of  the  said 

rents,  issues,  and  profits,  and  costs  of  suit. 

§  2169.  Color  of  Title.— Color  of  title  is  that  which  in  ap- 
pearance is  a  title,  but  which  in  reality  is  no  title.  It  is  that 
which  the  law  will  consider  prima  facie  a  good  title,  but  which 
by  reason  of  some  defect,  not  appearing  on  its  face,  does  not  in 
fact  amount  to  title.  An  absolute  nullity,  as  a  void  deed  or 
judgment,  will  not  constitute  a  color  of  title. ^ 

§  2170.  Conveyance  Pending  Suit. — The  conveyance  of 
the  demanded  premises  by  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  pending 
the  suit,  to  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action,  does  not  neces- 
sarily defeat  the  action.' 

§  2171.  Damages. — In  Wisconsin,  the  damages  in  ejectment 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  include  only  the  rents 
and  profits,  and  not  damages  for  injuiies  done  to  the  premises.' 

*  Bemal  v.  Gleim,  33  Cal.  C68.  '  Barstow  v.  Newman,  34  Cal.  90. 

'Facquutte  v.  Pickness,  19  Wis.  219. 
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■ 

It  is  otbenvise  in  California,  where  damages  may  l>e  olso  recov- 
ered in  the  same  action.  Where  damages  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action  are  claimed,  the 
2)laintiff  should  state  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  existing  at  some 
prior  date,  designating  it,  and  as  continuing  up  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  and  the  entry  of  the  defendant  at  some 
date  subsequent  to  that  of  the  alleged  title  as  in  this  form.* 
Where  there  is  no  other  proof  of  ouster  than  a  denial  of  plaint- 
iff's title  in  the  answer,  the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  damages 
from  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit.'  It  is  error  to 
award  damages  where  none  are  alleged  in  the  complaint.' 

§  2172.  Constructive  Possession. — A  party  who  enters 
into  the  actual  possession  of  a  portion  of  a  tract  of  laud,  claim- 
ing the  whole  under  a  deed  in  which  the  entire  tract  is  described 
by  metes  and  bounds,  is  not  limited  in  his  possession  to  hi^ 
actual  inclosure  or  possession,  but  acquires  constructive  posses- 
sion of  the  entire  tract,  if  it  is  not  in  the  adverse  possession  of 
any  other  person  at  the  time  of  his  entry;  and  such  person,  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  will  prevail  against  one  who  enters  sub- 
sequently upon  the  uninclosed  part,  as  a  mere  intruder.*  But 
there  must  be  some  show  of  good  faith,  which  does  not  appear 
in  taking  a  deed  from  a  stranger  having  no  title,  and  asserting 
no  claim.'  Where  a  party  enters  upon  land  with  no  higher 
evidence  of  title  than  that  which  the  law  presumes  from  his 
possession,  and  distinctly  marks  out  the  extent  and  boundaries 
of  his  claim,  his  actual  possession  of  a  part  within  these  bound- 
aries gives  him  constructive  possession  of  the  whole.* 

§  2173.  Deed  as  Evidence  of  Title.— Parties  and  privies 
are  bound  by  the  recitals  of  a  deed  through  which  they  claim 
title.^  After  the  admission  of  a  deed  in  evidence  in  ejectment, 
it  is  necessary  for  the  party  claiming  under  it  to  show  that  it 
includes  the  premises  in  controversy.®  In  California  a  deed 
made  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  concerning  conveyances 
must  be  first  recorded,  in  order  to  have  priority  over  a  subse- 
quent deed  from  the  same  vendor  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice.'  An  absolute  deed  from  defendant  in 
ejectment  to  the  plaintiff  gives  the  plaintiff  a  right  of  recovery, 

*  Payne    v.     Treadwell,     16    Cal.  ^  Holmes  v.  Ferffuson,   1  Or.  220; 

220.  Grah.im  v.  Mceka,  Id.  325. 

»  Miller  v.  Myera,  46  Cal.  533.  »  Walbridgo  v.  Ellsworth,  44  Cd. 

•McKinlay    v.     Tuttle,    42    Cal.  353. 

570.  »  Anderson  v,  Fisk,  36  Cal.  025.  cit- 


*  Walsh  V.  flill,  38  Cal.  481. 
*Id. 

•  Plumer  v.  Seward,  4  Cal.  94.  Troy,  20  Id.  223. 


ing  Call  V.  Hastings,  3  LI.  170;  Staf- 
*  Id.  ford  V.  Lick.  7  Itl.  470.  and  Clark  v. 
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notwithstanding  it  be  shown  to  be  a  mortgage,  unless  the  de- 
fendant also  show  an  offer  to  redeem  or  tender  of  the  amount 
due.^  Under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue  in  ejectment,  a  deed 
absolute  in  form  can  not  be  attacked  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
intended  to  be  a  mortgage.' 

§  2174.  Demise. — Though  the  demise  is  a, fiction,  the  plaint- 
iff must  count  on  one  which  if  real  would  support  his  action.' 
Where  the  right  of  entry  is  by  virtue  of  title  of  the  wife,  the 
demise  may  be  laid  in  the  name  of  the  husband,  or  in  the  names 
of  both  husband  and  wife.* 

§  2175.  Description  of  Premises. — If  the  description  of  the 
demanded  premises  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint to  be  insufficient,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  court  or 
jury  whether  the  description  in  the  same  will  apply  to  the  land 
sought  to  be  recovered.*  In  California,  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  real  property,  it  must  be  described  in  the  complaint 
with  such  certainty  as  to  enable  an  officer,  upon  execution,  to 
identify  it.^  Section  58  of  the  old  statute,  which  this  supersedes, 
required  the  land  to  be  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  it 
was  held  that  this  section  of  the  practice  act  is  directory  only; 
if  the  complaint  describes  the  premises  sufficiently  otherwisb  to 
identify  them  according  to  tiie  general  rules  on  this  subject, 
the  plaintiff  may,  after  verdict,  take  judgment,  and  the  court 
can  not  set  it  aside  on  motion  of  defendant  on  account  of  this 
defect  of  pleading.^ 

§  217G.  Description — Quantity.  —  As  respects  premises 
claimed,  less  certainty  of  description  is  required  now  thai> 
formerly.  Thus  the  lessor  of  a  plaintiff  on  a  lease  for  a  spe- 
cific number  of  acres,  may  recover  any  quantity  of  a  less 
amount,*  But  he  can  not  recover  more  than  is  described  iu 
the  complaint.*  Where  the  premises  were  described  as  "  about 
fifty  acres,"  etc.,  it  was  held  that  the  description  was  sufficient."* 

§  2177.  Description  by  Designation.— Where  a  complaint 
in  ejectment  describes  the  laud  thus:  **A11  that  certain  tract  or 
parcel  of  land  situated  in  Napa  county,  consisting  of  a  pre- 
emption claim  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  laud  com- 
monly known  as  the  Soda  Springs,  and  embracing  said  springs 

"Hughes  V.  Davis,  40  Cal.  117.  MVhitney    v.   Buckman.    19  Cal. 

«  Davenport  y.  Turpin,  43  Cal.  .OOT.  300;  Beard  v.  Federy,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

'  Lessee  of  Binuey  r.  Cliesapeako  &  478. 

Ohio  Canal  Co.,  8  Pet.  214.  «  Barclay  v.  Howell,  6  Pet.  498. 

*  Woodward  v.  Brown,  13  Pet.  1.  ^  Patten  v.  Cooper,  1  Cooke  (Tcnn.), 

6  Moss  V.  Shear,  30  Cal.  4G8;  see  133. 

also  S])ect  v.  Gregg,  51  Id.  198.  »o  St.  John  v.  Northrup,  23  Barb. 

«  California  C.  C.  P.,  sec.  465.  25. 
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and  the  improvements  thereto  belonging,  and  being  about  five 
miles  from  Napa  city  in  a  northerly  direction,"  it  is  sufficient.^ 

§  2178.  Description  by  Lines.  —  Monumental  lines  or 
points  control  such  as  are  described  by  course  and  distance 
only.  The  intention  of  the  parties  should  be  ascertained  by  a 
consideration  of  the  entire  description.'  A  description  of  real 
property  in  a  complaint  in  ejectment,  giving  one  of  the  lines 
bounding  the  premises  as  running  due  west  to  the  source  of  a 
designated  creek,  is  not  so  insufficient  and  indefinite  as  to  sus- 
tain a  demurrer  on  the  ground  of  its  alleged  insufficiency.  If 
there  be  in  fact  more  than  one  source  of  the  creek,  that  fact  can 
not  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer.  It  can  only  be  matter 
for  proof  on  the  trial.'  Where  the  complaint  gave  a  descrip- 
tion which  embraced  nothing  whatever,  it  was  held  that  the 
complaint  was  bad.* 

§  2179.  Description  by  Indication.— By  indication,  a  de- 
scription is  sufficient  which  indicates  and  identifies  the  prem- 
ises.' A  complaint  in  ejectment,  describing  the  premises  as 
"  Lot  No.  1,  in  block  No.  23,  as  per  plot  of  the  town  of  Red 
Bluff  Land  Corporation,  in  1853,  being  on  the  corner  of  Main 
and  Sycamore  streets,  twenty-five  feet  on  Main  by  one  hundred 
and  fifteen  feet  on  Sycamore,  and  running  back  to  the  alley," 
and  specifying  the  county  in  which  they  are  situated  b}'  the 
terms  ''in  said  county,"  referring  to  the  designation  '*  county  of 
Tehama"  in  the  title  of  the  suit,  sufficiently  describes  the 
premises.  The  description  by  metes  and  bounds  is  required 
•only  so  far  as  they  may  be  necessary  to  identify  with  certainty 
the  property." 

J  2180.  Description  by  Name. — Where  the  land  is  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint  by  a  certain  name,  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
can  be  rendered  certain  by  evidence.^  Where  the  complaint  in 
ejectment  avers  that  the  land  sued  for  is  known  by  the  name 
of  ''La  Jota,"  heretofore  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  Mexi- 
can government,  and  the  patent  issued  thereon  refers  to  the 
grant,  the  proceedings  before  the  land  commission,  and  the 
United  States  court  for  confirmation,  these  recitals  in  the  patent 
support  the  averment  of  title  through  the  grant." 

MVhitney  v.Buckman,19Cal.300.  t.  Green,  12  Id.  148;  Orton  v.  Noo- 

«  Picrcy  v.  Crandall,  34  Cal.  334.  nan,  18  Wis.  447. 
•  Carpentier  v.  Grant,  21  Cal.  140.  ®  Yount  v.  Howell,  14  Cal.  465;  see 

*Budd  V.  Bingham,  18  Barb.  4»4.  Budd  v.  Bingham,  18  Barb.  494.     As 

^Paul  V.  Silver,  16  Cal.  73;  Grady  to  variance  oetween  the  allegations 

\V.  Early,  18  Id.  108.  and  the  proof  respecting  the  prem- 

6  Doll  V.  Feller,  16CaL  432.  ises,  see  Kellogg  v.   Kellogg,  6  Id. 

'XIastro  V.  Gill,  5  Cal.  40;  Stanley  116. 
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§  2181.  Entry  and  Right  of  Possession.— To  entitle 
plaintiff  to  recover,  be  must  not  only  have  a  right  of  entry  at 
the  time  of  the  trial,  but  must  have  had  ^t  also  when  the  suit 
was  brought.*  And  that  right  of  entry  can  not  be  impaired  by 
any  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  collusion  practiced  by  him  to 
obtain  possession.'  But  an  entry  upon  a  lot  in  possession  of 
another  is  not  complete  until  he  has  expelled  the  other  i^arty, 
and  has  effected  an  exclusive  lodgment.'  An  entry,  with  full 
notice  of  plaintiff's  rights,  during  the  temporary  removal  of 
Lis  inclosure,  can  not  be  defended  on  the  ground  that  the  lands 
were  uniuclosed.^  A  defendant  in  ejectment,  entering  under  a 
deed  executed  by  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
enters  under  color  of  title.  He  is  not  a.  naked  trespasser,  and 
may  set  up  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third  person.^ 

§  2182.  Essential  Averments. — In  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, the  material  facts  which  are  essential  to  be  alleged  by 
the  plaintiff  are:  1.  The  title  of  the  plaintiff;  2.  Possession 
by  the  defendant.  None  of  the  technical  allegations  peculiar 
to  the  old  practice  are  necessary."  Under  our  system  the 
plaintiff  is  not  limited  to  any  form  of  complaint.  He  may  aver 
seisin  in  fee,  or  some  estate  therein,  or  prior  possession  and 
ouster;  but  whatever  is  put  in  issue  will  be  £nal  and  conclu- 
sive.^ Where  the  allegations  of  a  complaint  in  the  district 
court  are,  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  possession,  and  lawfully  en- 
titled to  the  possession,  at  the  time  he  was  evicted  by  the 
defendant,  it  was  held  that  the  complaint  must  be  treated  as  a 
declaration  in  ejectment."  Where  the  complaint  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff ''  is  the  owner,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
the  land,"  "  that  defendant  is  in  possession  of  said  lot  of  land 
without  any  right  or  title  thereto,  and  against  the  will  and  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,"  that  said  defendant  wrong- 
fully withholds  the  possession  of  said  lot  of  land  from  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  suf&cient.  That  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  is  in 
substance  an  allegation  of  seisin  in  fee,  in  ''ordinary"  instead 
of  technical  language.*  Where  the  complaint  avers:  1.  That 
the  plaintiffs  are  the  owners  in  fee,  as  tenants  in  common,  of 
the  premises;  2.  That  the  defendants  are  in  possession  of  the 
same,  and  withhold  the  possession  thereof  from  the  plaintiffs; 

»  Kilo  V.  Tubbe,  32  Cal.  332;  Meeks  ^  stark  v.    Barrett,    15   Ctil.    361; 

V.  Kirby,  47  Id.  168.  Caperton    v.    Scbmidt,   26    Id.   479; 

^  Depuy  V.  Williama,  26  Cal.  309.  Payne  v.  Tread  well,  16  Id.  220. 

»  Valencia  v.  Couch,  32  Cal.  339.  «  Ramirez  v.  Murray,  4  Cal.  293. 

*Sweetland  v.  Hill,  ,9  Cal.  55G.  "Payne  v.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  242, 

'  Gregory  v.  Hayncs,  13  Cal.  591.  244;  followed  in  Garwood  v.  Hastings, 

•  Payne  v.  TreadweU,  10  Cal.  220.  38  Id.  216. 
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it  is  suflBcient.  All  beyond  these  averments  is  immaterial.* 
Matters  of  evidence,  such  as  averments  of  deraiguments  of 
title,  and  unnecessary  matters  of  description  of  demanded 
premises,  should  be  stricken  out  of  a  complaint  in  ejectment.' 
The  complaint  need  not  state  the  residence  of  the  parties.' 
Allegations  that  defendant's  possession  is  "unlawful,"  and 
plaintiff's  title  is  "lawful,"  are  wholly  unnecessary.*  Nor  is  it 
necessary  to  set  out  the  mesne  conveyances  through  which  the 
plaintiff  deraigns  title/  since  these  are  but  averments  of  evi- 
dence, and  are  not  admitted  by  a  failure  to  deny  them  in  the 
answer.^  And  a  complaint  in  ejectment  should  not  state  mat- 
ters of  evidence,  but  only  the  ultimate  facts  constituting  the 
cause  of  action.'  To  set  out  the  facts  connected  with  the  title, 
and  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant,  would  produce  confu* 
sion  without  benefit." 

§  2183.  Entry,  Insufficient. — A  mere  entry,  without  color 
of  title,  accompanied  by  a  survey  and  marking  of  boundaries,  is 
not  sufiQcieut.'  So,  occupation  and  cultivation  can  have  no 
greater  effect  than  a  private  survey.^"  And  a  mere  survey  and 
marking  the  lines  of  a  boundary,  without  an  iuclosure  of  the 
premises,  is  not  a  possession  in  law,  unless  made  so  by  compli- 
ance with  tlie  statutes  in  reference  to  possessory  actions  on 
public  lands.*^  So,  the  mere  inclosure  of  the  lot  with  a  brush 
fence  from  two  to  three  feet  high,  without  any  other  steps  taken 
to  subject  the  property  to  any  use,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of 
ownership  or  right  of  possession."  No  entry  upon  real  estate  is 
deemed  sufficient  or  valid  as  a  claim,  unless  an  action  bo  com- 
menced thereupon  within  one  year  after  making  such  entry,  and 
within  five  years  from  the  time  when  the  right  to  make  it  de- 
scended or  accrued." 

§  2184.  Form  of  Action.— The  plaintiff  is  not  limited  to 
any  particular  form  of  complaint,  but  the  form  maj'  be  adapted 
to  the  facts  desired  to  be  put  in  issue.  Plaintiff  may  allege  that 
he  is  seised  of  the  premises,  or  of  some  estate  therein,  in  fee, 

>  Payne  v.  Trcaclwell,  16  Cal.  247;  8  Id.   323;   Gladwin  v.    Stebbins,  2 

Haight  V.  Green.  10  Id.  113;  Ensign  Id.  103;  and  see  Hagley  v.  West,  3 

V.  {Sherman,  11  IIow.  Pr.  439;  Walter  L.  J.  Ch,  G3. 

V.  Lockwood,  23  Barb.  228;  Sanders  «Siter  v.  Jewett,  .33  Cal,  92;    sco 

V.  I^^avy,  13  How.  Pr.  308.  also  Doyle  v.  Friuikliii,  48  Id.  r>o7. 

"Ljirco  V.  Casaneuava,  30  Cal.  500;  '  Depuy  v.  Williams,  2u  Cal.  .^^9. 

Dcpuy  V.  Williamg,  26  I<1.  313;  Wil-  « Garrison  v.  .Samp-on,  ir>  Cal.  93. 

80U  V.  Cleavelaud,  30  Id.  192.  »  Murphy  v.  Walliii  zlonl,  0  ( .'.i  1.  C4S. 

3Dt)ll  V.  Feller,  10  Cal.  433.  »«  Waterman  v.  Smith,  13  Cal.  373. 

*  Payne  v.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  220;  "  Bird  v.  Dennison,  7  Cal.  i:i;7. 

Sandoro  v.  Lcavy,  16  IIow.  Pr.  308.  '-  Hutton  v.  Schumaker,  21  Cal.  453, 

*Nonis    V.     RusslI,   5    Cal.    249;  "  ^al.  Codo  C.  P.,  sec.  320. 
Lcijjh  Co.  V.  Independent  Ditch  Co., 
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for  life,  or  for  years,  or  he  may  aver  a  former  possession  and 
ouster;  but  whatever  is  put  in  issue  and  determined,  is  conclu- 
sive  and  final.'  In  New  York,  the  complaint  in  an  action  under 
the  code  to  recover  the  possession  of  real  property  need  not  be 
drawn  in  the  form  employed  in  declarations  of  ejectment  suits, 
under  the  revised  statutes.'  Both  the  complaint  and  answer  in 
such  actions  should  conform  to  the  rules  of  pleading  laid  down 
in  the  code,  and  their  sufficieucy  is  to  be  tested  by  those  rules,' 
'  §  2185.  HighTyays. — Ejectment  lies  by  the  owner  in  fee 
against  one  who  has  exclusively  appropriated  a  part  of  a  public 
street  or  highway  to  his  own  private  use.*  And  in  case  of  a  toll 
road,  where  plaintiff  owns  the  fee,  and  is  excluded  by  the  de- 
fendant, except  on  payment  of  toll,  and  then  only  admitted  for 
the  purpose  of  passing  over  the  land,  ejectment  lies.*  And 
where  the  owner  in  his  conveyance  excepts  the  portions  included 
ill  the  highway,  he  may  maintain  ejectment  against  his  grantee 
for  encroachments  thereon,  or  exclusive  occupation.'  But  the 
possession  must  be  exclusive  of  the  public.^  Possession  of  land 
adjoining  a  road  for  seventy  ^'Cars  is  sufficient  to  enable  plaintiff 
to  maintain  ejectment  as  to  the  roadway  where  the  possession 
Las  been  under  a  deed  which  describes  that  boundary  as  made 
by  the  road  simply,  without  mentioning  it  as  made  by  any  par- 
ticular line  of  road.' 

§2186.  Identifying  licmd  in  Controversy. — "Where  plaint- 
iff claims  title  under  deed  from  the  commissioners  of  the  funded 
debt  of  the  city  of  San  Jose  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  the  premises  had  not  been  granted  or  convoyed  by 
the  pueblo  or  the  city  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  the 
commissioners  to  the  plaintiff's  grantor.'  So  where  the  con- 
veyance was  of  "the  balance"  of  a  tract  of  fourteen  hundred 
acres,  the  court  held  that  it  was  necessary  to  show  what  **  the 
balance  "  was,  and  that  it  included  the  land  in  controversy.^^  A 

» Caperton  v.  Schmidt,  26  Cal.  400;  '  Redfield  v.  Utica  &  Syracuse  II. 

see  also  Steinback  v.  Fitzpatrick,  1*2  R.  Co.,  2o  Barb.  64. 

Id.  20.5.  8  Dunham  v.  Williams,  36  Barb.  136. 

'Walter  v.  Lockwood,  4  Abb.  Pr.  That  ejectment  is  a  proper  remedy  for 

307.  the  appropriation  of  a  highway,  .sec  24 

'Id.     The  case  of  Warner  v.  Nel-  N.  Y.  G5.>;  I^ozier  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  R. 

li^ar,  12  How.  Pr.  402;  and  Lawrence  R.  Co.,  42  Barb.  405;  Wager  v.  Troy 

V.  Dwi^'ht,  2  Duer,  C73,  disapproved.  Union  R.  R.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  520. 

Uioodtitlo  V.  Alkcn,  1  Burr.  133;  'Halloway  v.Galliac,  Cal.  Sup.Ct, 

Jackfion  v.  Hathaway,  15  Johns.  447;  Oct.  term,  18C9. 

Broivn  v.  Galley,  Hill  &  1).  Su])p.  308.  ^^Taylor  v.  Taylor,  3  A.  K.  Marsh. 

"Mahon  v.  San  Rafael  T.  R.  Co.,  19;  Mayor  and  Common  Council  of 

40  Ceil.  209.  San  Joso  v.  Uridias,  37  Cal.  339;  cited 

^Smith's  Lead.    Gas.   183;   £tz  v«  in  Halloway  v.  Galliac,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct., 

Daily,  20  Barb.  32.  Oct.  term,  18G9. 
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party  claiming  title  under  a  deed  can  not  show  title  to  the 
premises  in  controversy  by  the  mere  production  and  proof  of 
the  deed;  he  must  show  that  the  description  of  the  land  in  the 
deed  includes  the  land  in  controversy.^  Where  there  is  a  mis- 
take in  the  first  call  of  a  deed,  and  the  remaining  calls  are  suffi- 
cient to  identify  the  land,  the  court  may  hold  that  the  land  in 
controversy  is  covered  by  the  deed.* 

§  2187.  Ii\junotion. — In  a  complaint  in  ejectment,  parties 
may  seek,  ia  addition  to  a  recovery  of  the  premises,  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  commission  of  trespass  in  the  nature  of 
Tvaste  pending  the  action ;  but  the  grounds  of  the  equity  inter- 
position should  be  stated  subsequently  to  and  distinct  from 
those  upon  which  the  judgment  at  law  is  sought'  And  in  such 
case,  if  the  complaint  states  a  good  cause  of  action  in  eject- 
ment, it  will  not  be  dismissed,  even  though  the  portion  upon 
which  the  injunction  is  asked  should  not  justify  such  relief.* 

§  2188.  Intervention. — In  ejectment,  the  matter  in  litiga- 
tion is  the  right  to  the  possession  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  his  ouster  by  the  defendant.  And  a  party  who  merely  sets 
up  title  in  himself,  but  in  no  way  connects  himself  either  with 
this  right  of  possession  or  ouster,  has  no  right  to  intervene.^ 

§  2189.  Joinder  of  Actions. — A  claim  to  recover  possession 
of  a  farm-house  and  yard  occupied  by  plaintiff's  permission,  and 
damages  for  trespass  on  the  farm,  can  not  be  joined  in  one  com- 
plaint.* For  a  claim  for  injuries  to  the  freehold  can  not  be 
joined  with  demand  for  reserve  profits.^  In  Illinois  a  party 
who  holds  a  bond  and  mortgage  to  secure  a  debt  may  maintain 
an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  mortgaged  premises,  fore- 
close the  equity  of  redemption  in  chancery,  and  sue  on  the 
bond,  and  have  all  these  actions  proceed  at  the  same  time.^ 

§  2190.  Joint  Liability.— If  one  of  two  defendants,  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  other,  employs  men  to  re- 
move buildings  and  fences  from  land,  turn  out  the  occupants, 
and  take  possession,  the  acts  performed  and  possession  so  ac- 
quired are  as  much  the  acts  and  possession  of  the  one  who 
assented  to  them  in  advance,  and  for  whose  benefit,  in  part, 

'  Halloway  v.  Galliac,  Cal.  Sai).Ct.,        *  McNeady  v.  Hyde,  47  Cal.  481. 
Oct.  term,  1869;  see  also  Valentine  V.        *  Porter    v.     Garrissino,    51    Cal. 

Jan»cn,  Id.;  and  McGarvey  v. Little,  059. 
15  Cal.  27.  «Hulce  v.  Thompson,  9  ITow.  Pr. 

'  Moss  V.  Shear,  30  Cal.  479;  Reamer  113. 
V.  Nosinith,  34  Id. G24;  cited  iu  Walsh        '  Frost  v.  Duncan,  10  Barb.  5C0. 
v.  Hill,  38  Id.  481.  ®  BaUentiue  v.  lioal!,  3  Scam.  203; 

'Natoma  VV.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Clarkin,  Carroll  v.  Ballance,  20  IlL  9. 
14  Cal.  544. 
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such  possession  was  taken  and  belcl,  as  of  the  party  who  actu- 
ally employed  the  men  and  directed  the  acts  to  be  done.^ 

§  2191.  Land  SulDO^ot  to  Easement. — Notwithstanding 
the  land  is  subject  to  a  public  easement,  e,  ^.,  where  it  has  been 
appropriated  as  a  street,  the  owner  of  the  fee  may  maintain  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment  against  one  occupying  it  un- 
lawfully, e.  g, ,  by  laying  a  railroad  track  on  it.'  But  an  action 
of  ejectment  does  not  lie  agaiost  a  municipal  corporation  for 
using  and  grading  plaintiff's  land  as  a  street.  Such  acts  are 
evidence  only  of  a  claim  to  a  mere  easement.'  A  municipal  cor- 
poration may  maintain  ejectment  for  land  of  which  it  owns  the 
legal  title,  notwithstanding  it  is  held. in  trust  for  public  use  as 
a  street.^  The  action  of  ejectment  does  not  lie  for  an  easement 
which  is  not  a  title  to  or  interest  in  land.^ 

§  2192.  Measure  of  Relief. — A  complaint  may  be  for  two 
separate  and  distinct  pieces  of  land;  but  the  two  causes  of  ac- 
tion must  be  separately  stated,  affect  all  the  parties  to  the 
action,  and  not  require  different  places  of  trial.*  Distinct  par- 
cels of  land  may  not  only  be  included  in  one  complaint,  if  cov- 
ered by  one  title,  but  a  demand  for  their  rents  and  profits,  or 
for  damages  for  withholding  them,  may  also  be  included.^  In 
an  action  to  recover  possession  of  land,  brought  against  a  party 
who  was  a  naked  trespasser  upon  his  entry,  and  who,  while  such 
tresspasser,  made  improvements,  but  afterwards  became  a  co- 
tenant,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  the  increased  value  of  the  rents 
and  profits  arising  from  such  improvements.* 

§  2193.  Mexican  Grants. — One  who,  without  the  permis- 
sion of  the  grantee,  takes  possession  of  land  within  the  bound- 
aries of  a  Mexican  grant,  whether  perfect  or  inchoate,  before 
the  final  survey  is  made  by  the  United  States,  is  guilty  of  an 
ouster,  although  informed  by  the  grantee  that  the  land  so  taken 
is  not  within  the  limits  of  the  grant.'  For  land  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  general  tract  granted  to  Sutter,  in  the  county 
of  Sacramento,  ejectment  will  lie  directly  upon  the  grant,  al- 
though no  of^cial  survey  and  measurement  Las  yet  been  made 
by  the  ofScers  of  the  government,  and  although  it  may  appear, 
when  such  survey  and  measurement  are  made,  that  there  exists 

»  Treat  v.  Reilly,  35  Cal.  129.  *  Sau  Francisco  v.  Sullivan,  50  CaL 

*  Carpenter  v.  Oswego  &  Syracuse    603. 

R.   K.  Co.,  24  N.   Y.   655;   but  see  *3  Kent's  Com.   419;   Hewlins  v. 

Wilklow  V.  Lnnc,  37  Barb.  244;  see  Shippam,  5  Barn.  &  Cress.  221. 

also  Mahon  v.  San  Itafael  T.  R.  Co.,  ^  boles  v.  Colien,  15  Cal.  1.".0. 

49  Cal.  269.  '  Beard  v.  Federy,  :JWall.  U.  S.  478. 

*  Cowenhoven  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  ®  Carpentier  v.  Mitchell,  'JO  CjiI.  iioO. 
33  Barb.  9.  •  Love  v.  Shartzer,  31  Cal.  4b7. 
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within  tbe  exterior  limits  of  the  general  tract  a  quantity  exceed- 
ing the  eleven  leagues.*  If,  after  the  death  of  the  grantee  of 
an  unconfirmed  Mexican  grant,  hiu  heirs  petition  for  and  obtain 
a  confirmation  of  the  title  and  patent  to  themselves,  the  legal 
title  vests  in  them,  and  will  prevail  in  ejectment  against  pur- 
chasers from  the  administrator  of  the  Mexican  grantee  under 
orders  of  the  probate  court,  in  the  absence  of  a  valid  equitable  de- 
fense. Such  title  does  not  inure  to  the  purchaser  at  the  adminis- 
trator's sale  so  as  to  vest  in  him  the  legal  title.'  One  who  relies 
on  a  confirmed  Mexican  grant  as  a  source  of  title  must  show  that 
the  premises  in  question  are  within  the  decree  of  confirmation.' 

§  2194.  Missouri  Statute.— The  act  of  1826,  regulating 
ejectment,  requires  the  plaintiff  to  allege  not  only  that  he  is 
entitled  to  the  premises,  but  that  he  is  legally  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  them.*  A  wife  can  not  be  joined  with  her  hus- 
band as  defendant  in  ejectment,  merely  for  the  reason  that  she 
lived  with  him  upon  the  premises.^  And  if  a  female,  in  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment,  marries  while  the  ease  is  pending,  the  plaint- 
iff is  not  bound  to  make  the  husband  a  party,  unless  the  latter 
applies  to  be  made  such.^  A  mortgagee  may  maintain  eject- 
ment against  the  mortgagor  or  those  claiming  under  him.^  One 
will  not  be  allowed  to  recover  property  under  a  deed  which 
does  not  include  within  its  description  the  property  claimed, 
although  the  party  under  whom  he  claims,  holding  by  a  deed 
with  a  similar  description  of  the  premises,  may  have  acquired 
title  by  adverse  possession  or  in  some  other  manner.®  An  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  as  such,  can  not  maintain  ejectment 
for  lands  of  which  the  testator  or  intestate  died  seised.'  Eject- 
ment can  not  be  maintained  against  a  minor  upon  the  posses- 
sion of  his  guardian.^^ 

§  2195.  Mortgaged  iLand. — The  mortgagee  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  set  u])  an  adverse  possession  to  bar  the  rights  of  the 
mortgagor,  unless  it  has  existed  long  enough  to  constitute  an 
equitable  bar  from  lapse  of  time."  Nor  is  the  possession  of  the 
mortgagor  adverse  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee."    But  after 

» Cornwall  v.  Culver,  16  Cal.  423;        ^Menkios  v.  Blumenthal,  19  Mo. 

affirmed  in  Riley  v.  Heisch,  18  Id.  496. 

198;  Bce  also  Mahoncy  v.  Van  Win-        ''Burdyne  v.  Mackey,  7  Mo.  374. 

kle,  21  Id.  052.  i^Spitts  v.  Wells,  18  Mo.  4i}S. 

'^  Hartley  v.  Brown,  51  Cal.  465.  "  Gordon  v.  Hobart,  2  Snmn.  401; 

'  Brown  v.  Brackctt,  45  Cal.  167.  compare  Dexter  v.  Arnold,  Id.  108. 

*  B.  S.  1825,  343;  Jamison  v.  Smith,  ^'^  liigginson  v.  Mcin,  4  Crunch,  415; 
4  Mo.  202.  see  also  Connor  v.  Whitmore,  52  Me. 

*  Meegan  v.  Gnnsollis,  19  Mo.  417.  185;  where  it  is  held  a  mortgagor  can 
•Evans  V.  Greene,  21  Mo.  170.  not  maintain  ejectment  against  a  mort- 
^  Walcop  V.  McKiuncy,  10  Mo.  229.     gagee  in  possession. 
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forfeiture  the  mortgagee  may  maintain  ejectment.^  In  Califor- 
nia tbe  practice  is  to  foreclose  tbe  mortgage  and  sell  the  prop- 
erty, and  tbe  mortgagee  can  not  maintain  ejectment  until  he  has 
a  sberifT's  deed.'  Tbe  purchaser  at  a  foreclosure  sale  is  entitled 
to  a  writ  of  assistance  on  motion,  and  to  be  placed  in  possession 
thereunder  without  resorting  to  ejectment.'  A  bare  mortgage 
of  the  premises  will  not  sustain  such  action,  under  the  rule  that 
a  mortgagee  can  not  bring  ejectment  for  tbe  mortgaged  prem- 
ises.^ That  no  action  of  ejectment  shall  be  maintained  by  a 
mortgagee  applied  to  one  who  holds  by  a  conveyance,  absolute 
upon  its  face,  but  really  given  lo  secure  a  debt.^  The  title  of  a 
mortgagee  in  possession  after  condition  broken,  is  not  divested 
by  sale  on  a  judgment  against  the  mortgagor,  so  as  to  allow 
a  recovery  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  a  purchaser  at  such 
sale.  It  is  otherwise,  however,  if  the  mortgagee  never  took 
possession.* 

§  2196.  Ouster. — The  averment  of  wrongful  withholding  is 
equivalent  to  averment  of  an  ouster.'  And  the  ouster  must 
be  alleged  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  title.'  But 
the  complaint  need  not  state  the  exact  time  of  the  alleged  ous- 
ter, especially  where  no  claim  is  made  for  damages,  and  no 
recovery  had  for  them — the  allegation  in  this  case  as  to  the  time 

of  ouster  being  "on  or  about ,  18. . .'    The  date  of  the 

ouster  need  not  be  alleged.'^  The  date  is  only  material  with 
reference  to  mesne  profits.'^  Under  an  allegation  of  an  ouster, 
A  holding-over  may  be  shown."  In  an  action  against  x)laintiff 's 
co-tenant  it  is  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendant's entry  into  possession  was  under  a  claim  hostile  to  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff."  Adverse  holding  and  claim  of  title  do 
not  of  themselves  constitute  an  ouster  as  between  co-tenants 
unless  tbe  tenant  out  of  possession  is  informed  thereof;  but  a 
denial  of  plaintiff's  title  in  the  answer  of  the  defendant  is  suffi- 
cient proof  of  an  ouster.'^  To  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
on  piior  possession,  he  must  allege  and  prove  an  actual  ouster. '' 

» CasB  V.  Adams,  2  Ohio,  22^;  Bal-  i°  Woodward  v.  Brown,  13  Pet.  1. 

lentino  v.  Beall,  3  Scam.  203;  Roland  "  Stark  v.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  361. 

V.  Fischer,  30  111.  224.  "Garrison  v.  Sampson,  15  Cal.  93. 

'Sec  Califoi-uia  C.  C,  sec.  2927.  "Ciason  v.  Kankin,  1  Ducr,  337. 

niontgomery  V.  Tntt,  11  Cal.  190;  **  Miller  v.    Mycra,   40    Cal.   535; 

Montgomery  v.  Middlemlss,  21   Id.  Spect  v.  Gregg,  51   Id.  198;  see  also 

103;  Friabie  v.  Fogarty,  3*  Id.  11.  Abbey  HoQiestead  Ass'n  v.  Willard, 

*Sce  Sahler  v.  Signer,  37  Barb.  329.  48  Id.  614,  and  Packard  v.  Johnson, 

•Murray  v.  Walker,  31  N.  Y.  399.  51  Id.  545. 

•  Hall  V.  Tunnell,  1  Houst.  320.  ^  Watson  v.  Zimmerman,  0  Cal.  46. 
'  Marshall  v.  Shaftcr,  32  Cal.  170.  As  to  allegation  of  ouster  being  ueces- 

•  Coryell  v.  Cain,  )0  Ca!.  5()7.  sary  for  a  recovery,  see  Lawtou   v. 

•  Collier  V.  Corbett,  10  Cal.  183.  Gordon,  37  Id.  207. 
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In  an  Rction  of  ejectment  between  tenants  in  common,  a  com- 
plaint Ibat  avers  that  the  defendant  is  in  ))osse8sion  of  the  com- 
mon property,  and  the  whole  thereof,  withholds  the  possession 
of  the  whole  thereof  from  the  plaintiff,  and  excludes  him  from 
the  same,  sufficiently  alleges  an  ouster.' 

§  2197.  Overflowed  Iiands. — A  grant  of  land  under  water, 
for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  wharf  thereon,  is  not  au  easement. 
The  right  to  build  a  wharf  and  take  tolls  is  an  easement.  But 
as  incident  to  this  right,  a  grant  of  the  use  and  occupancy  of  a 
strip  of  overflowed  land  conveys  an  estate  in  the  land  which 
authorizes  the  grantees  to  take  p'ossession,  occupy,  and  control 
it  for  the  purposes  of  the  grant.  It  is  something  of  which  they 
could  be  dispossessed,  and,  if  ousted,  ejectment  would  lie.' 
Where  a  right  of  entry  existed,  and  the  interest  is  tangible  so 
that  possession  could  be  given,  ejectment  would  lie.'  So,  though 
it  will  not  lie  for  a  watercourse,  yet  it  will  lie  for  the  ground 
over  which  the  water  passes.^ 

§  2198.  Owner.— The  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  "is  the 
owner"  of  the  land  is  in  substance  an  allegation  of  seisin  in  fee, 
in  "  ordinary"  instead  of  technical  language.^ 

§  2199.  JParties  Plaintiff. — At  common  law  the  grantee  of 
the  reversion  could  not  enter  or  bring  ejectment  for  breach  of 
the  covenants  of  a  lease.'  Where  a  landlord,  after  the  execu- 
tion of  a  lease,  failed  to  put  the  tenant  in  possession  of  the  en- 
tire property,  and  the  tenant  accepts  possession  and  enters 
upon  a  part,  this  will  be  deemed  an  abandonment  of  the  lease 
as  to  the  residue,  and  the  landlord  may  maintain  ejectment 
therefor,  against  a  third  person,  notwithstanding  the  lease.^  In 
Ohio,  a  wife  under  a  decree  giving  her  the  use  of  a  house  and 
lot  for  alimony  may  recover  the  possession  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment."  Even  in  case  of  a  naked  trustee,  in  general  the  court 
will  not  go  behind  the  naked  legal  title  and  inquire  into  the 
equities.  A  trustee  may  recover  in  ejectment  against  the  cestui 
que  trusL^  But  not  where  he  holds  the  legal  title  simply  on  an 
express  trust,  without  the  right  of  possession.'^  A  petitioner  in 
insolvefncy  may  maintain  ejectment  to  recover  the  homestead. '^ 

»  Eego  V.  Van  Pelt,  2  West  Coast  «  Sheets  v.  Seidell's  Lessee,  2  Wall. 

Rep.  903.  U.  S.  177. 

*  Champlain  and  St.  Lawrence  R.  R.  '  Camarillo  v.  Fenlon,  49  Cal.  202. 

Co.  V.  Valentine,  19  Barb.  487.  "  Lefevro's     Lessee    v.    Murdock, 

» Friabie    v.    McClemin,    38    Cal.  Wright,  205. 

668.  »  Reeco  v.  Allen,  5  Gilm.  236;  Wales 

*Yi3lv.  U3.  V.  Bogue,  31  111.  408;  Phillpotts   v. 

» Garwood  v.  Hastings,  38  Cal.  216;  Blasdel,  8  Ncv.  61. 

citing   Payne   v.   Tread  well,   16  Id.  *»  Tyler  v.  Granger,  48  Cal.  259. 

242,  '244.  "  Moore  v.  Morrow,  28  CaL  551. 


§  2203.  REAL   PROPERTY.  97 

§  2200.  Parties  Defendant. — An  action  of  ejectment  to  re- 
cover land  in  the  possession  of  an  employee  should  be  brought 
against  the  employer,  "where  the  occupation  of  the  employee  is 
simply  the  occupation  of  his  employer.^  But  where  the  em- 
ployer is  not  amenable  to  an  action,  as  in  the  case  of  possession 
by  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  the  i-ule  does  not  apply,  and 
such  employee  is  the  proper  defendant."  In  ejectment,  one  or 
several  defendants  may  be  sued.'  Where  a  defendant  in  eject- 
ment is  sued  by  a  fictitious  name,  notwithstanding  he  appears 
and  answers  in  his  true  name,  the  complaint  must  still  be 
amended  by  inserting  his  true  name,  with  apt  words  charging 
him  with  an  ouster,  to  sustain  a  judgment  against  him  on  a  direct 
appeal.* 

§  2201.  Pennsylvania. — The  common-law  remedy  by  eject- 
roent,  as  a  means  of  compelling  specific  performance,  is  not 
taken  away  in  Pennsylvania  by  the  grant  of  equity  powers 
to  the  courts  of  common  pleas.^  The  grant  of  land  by  the 
government  x^&sses  at  once  to  the  grantee  the  legal  possession 
as  well  as  the  title,  which  continues  until  he  is  disturbed  by  au 
actual  adverse  possession.' 

§  2202.  Possession  by  Plaintiff —A  complaint  which  shows 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  is  bad  on  demurrer.^ 

§  2203.  Possession  by  Defendant.— The  burden  of  show- 
ing five  years'  adverse  possession  is  on  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  having  shown  title,  the  possession  is  presumed  to  follow 
the  title.^  If  it  be  shown  that  defendant  was  in  possession 
before  and  after  suit,  plaintiff  need  not  show  him  to  be  in  pos- 
session on  the  day  suit  is  brought.'  Nor  need  the  possession  be 
actual  as  contradistinguished  from  constructive  possession.'^ 
It  would  seem  that  in  Wisconsin,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
that  defendant  is  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.'^  The  possession  by  the  defendant  is  an 
issuable  fact,  and  its  possible  rightful  character  need  not  be 

>  Hawkins  v.  Rcichert,  28  Cal.  534.  v.  Burnet,  1 1  Pet.  41 ;  S.  C,  1  McLean, 

2  Tolack  V.  Mansfield,  44  Cal.  30.  206;  Wilkes  v.  KlUott,  5  Cranch  C. 

«  Ellis  V.  Jeans,  7  Cal.  409.  Ct.  611. 

*McKinlay  v.  Tattle,  42  Cal.  570;  ^  Graves  v.  Marino  Ins.  Co.,  2Cai. 

see  also  Lawrence  v.  Ballon,  50Id.  258.  335;  Taylorv.  Crane,  15  How.  Pr.  358; 

*  Corson  v.  Mulvany,  49  Pcnn.  St.  sec  also  Hulce  v.  Thompson,  Old.  113; 

88.  Budd  V.  Bingham,  18  Barb.  494;  Frost 

» Green  v.    Liter,    8  Cranch,  229;  v.  Duncan,  19  Id.  500. 

Potts  V.  Gilbert,  3  Wash.  C.  Ct.  474.  »  Garwood  v.  Hastings,  38  Cal.  223; 
As 
omii 
tax 

delphia,  2  Wall.  Jr.  C.  Ct.  301;  Ewing  "  Herrick  v.  Graves,  10  W'is.  157. 
EsTEE,  Vol..  II— 7 
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negatived.^     And    a    continued     adverse    holding    must    be 
shown.* 

§  2204.  Possession  as  Evidence  of  Title.-^One  in  the 
possession  of  land  is  presumed  to  be  the  owner  thereof.'  So  of 
agricultural  land  as  against  a  trespasser.^  The  possession  of 
real  property  raises  the  presumption  of  title  in  the  possessor.* 
It  is  evidence  of  seisin  in  fee.*^  And  the  possession  of  the 
grantor  under  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
such  plaintiff.^  But  it  must  be  an  actual  bona  fide  occupation 
or  possesi^io  pedis f  and  not  a  mere  assertion  of  title  and  the  exer- 
cise of  casual  acts  of  ownership,  such  as  recording  deeds,  pay- 
ing taxes,  etc'  Nor  by  insufficient  fencing  without  actual 
occupation.^  But  the  fact  that  a  person  is  in  the  possession  of 
one  acre  does  not  raise  any  ^presumption  that  he  has  title  to  an 
unlimited  tract  in  the  same  neighborhood.^^  Nor  is  the  posses- 
sion of  one  lot  to  be  deemed  a  possession  of  other  lots  of  a  tract 
subdivided.'^  It  is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendant 
being  in  possession  it  is  necessary  for  plaintiff  to  show  an  earlier 
and  better  possession  in  order  to  recover.*'^ 

§  2205.  Possession  as  Notice  of  Title.— Open  and  noto- 
rious possession  of  land,  existing  at  the  time  of  the  acquisition 
of  title  or  deed  of  the  subsequent  vendee,  is  evidence  of  notice 
to  him  of  title,  even  though  the  first  vendee  have  an  unrecorded 
deed  for  it."  And  this  rule  applies  as  well  to  any  other  title 
consistent  with  the  possession.^^  So  such  possession  by  a  tenant 
is  sufficient  to  put  the  purchaser  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  land- 
lord's title. ^*  The  possession  of  the  grantor  is  that  of  the  pur- 
chaser." A  purchaser  of  the  legal  title  has  notice  of  the  equity 
of  another  in  possession.^' 

§  2206.  Property  in  Another.— When  parties  assert,  either 
by  declaration  or  conduct,  the  title  to  the  property  to  be  in 

1  Payne  v.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  244.  »  Borel  v.  Rollins,  .30  Cal.  408. 

^Steinback  v.  Fitzpatrick,  12  Cal.  »«  Havens  v.  Dale,  18  Cal.  359. 

295.  »  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  322. 

8  See  Hicks  v.   Davis,   4  Cal.   69;  '^  Sweeney  v.  lleilly,  42  Cal.  402. 

Plume   V.   Seward,    Id.   94;  Murphy  "Hunter  v.  Watson,  12  Cal.  303. 

V.   VVallington,  6  Id.   649;   Wolf  v.  "Partridge  v.  McKinney,  10  Gal. 

Baldwin,  19  Id.  314;  Dyson  v.  Brad-  181;    Havens   v.    Dale,    18  Id.   359; 

Bhaw,    23    Id.    537;    Hutchinson    v.  Woodson  v.  McCune,  17  Id.  298;  see 

Perley,  4  Id.  33;  Bird  v.   Lisbros,   9  also  Lestrade  v.  Bartli,  19  Id.  060; 

Id.   1;  Norris  v.   Russel,   5  Id.  249;  Dutton  v.  Warschauer,   21    Id.   609: 

Snc.  Val.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Moffatt,  7  Id.  Fair  v.  Stevenot,  29  Id.  488. 

577;  Donahue  v.  Gallavan,  43  Id.  573.  "  Dutton  v.  Warscliaucr,  21  Cal.  609; 

*  Burdgo  V.  Smith,  14  Cal.  380.  Landers  v.  Bolton,  26  Id.  393. 

^  Bcrnal  v.  Gleim,  33  Cal.  008.  ^^^  Ellis  v.  Jeans,  7  Cal.  409. 

•Kcane  v.  Cannovan,  21  Cal.  291.  *"  Bryan  v.  Ramirez,  8  Cal.  461;  see 

'  Rose  V.  Davis,  11  Cal.  133.  also  Morrison  v.  Wilson,  13  Id.  494. 

®  Plume  V.  Seward,  4  Cal.  94. 
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ot!iers,  the  statute  of  course  can  not  run  in  their  favor,  and  their 
possession  is  not  adverse.*  Nor  can  a  mere  intruder  defeat  a 
recovery  oi*  diminish  the  damages  which  might  otherwise  be 
recovered  against  him  by  showing  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third 
person.' 

§  2207.  Public  Liands. — To  constitute  adverse  possession 
on  public  lands,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  party  in  possession  claims 
against  all  the  world,  except  the  United  States.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary that  he  possesses  under  color  of  title.'  But  the  pre- 
tended possession  of  land  with  an  insufficient  inclosure,  but 
without  actual  occupancy,  will  not  establish  adverse  possession.* 
But  one  claiming  to  have  acquired  a  title  to  land  by  adverse 
possession  of  five  years,  need  only  show  that  such  possession 
was  held  by  an  inclosure,  and  need  not  prove  occupation,  cul- 
tivation, or  use  of  the  premises.^  A  settler  on  public  land  is 
entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  after  his  location  within  which  to 
inclose  it  or  make  improvements  necessary  to  its  enjoyment; 
and  during  such  time  he  will  be  protected  the  same  as  if  he 
had  perfected  possession  by  inclosure  or  otherwise.* 

§  2208.  Rents  and  Profits. — Where  rents  and  profits  are 
claimed  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  complaint 
must  state  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  existing  at  some  prior 
date  and  continuing  up  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and 
the  entry  of  the  defendant  at  some  date  subsequent  to  that  of 
the  alleged  title. ^  He  is  entitled  to  damages  measured  by  the 
value  of  the  rents  and  profits  up  to  the  time  the  judgment  is 
rendered.'  But  the  rents  and  profits  must  be  shown  by  the 
complaint  to  be  connected  with  and  arising  out  of  the  wrong- 
ful withholding  of  possession;"  and  are  limited  to  such  as  ac- 
crue subsequent  to  the  ouster  alleged;*"  or  subsequent  to  the 
accruing  of  his  right  6f  possession."  But  in  an  action  to  recover 
possession  of  land  on  a  title  acquired  by  sheriff's  sale  and  deed 
thereunder,  the  plaintiif  can  not  recover  the  rents  and  profits 
accrued  during  the  period  allowed  for  redemption;"  as  the 
right  depends  upon  title.     An  allegation  of  the  value  of  the 

'  McCracken  v.  City  of  San  Fran-  ®  Staininger  v.  Andrews,  4  Nev.  59. 
Cisco,  10  Cal.  591.  ^  Payne  v.  Treatlwell,  16  Cal  248. 

*Southmayd   v.    Henley,   45  Cal,        ®  Love    v.   Shartzer,  31    Cal.   487; 

101.  Rich  V.  Maples,  33  Id.  102. 

»  Pat^e  v.  Fowler,  28  Cal.  605.  »  Tompkins  v.  White,  8  How.  Pr. 

*Borel    V.    Rollins,  30    Cal.  408;  520. 
Hughes  V.  Ilazarcl,  42  Id.  149.  ^^  Yount  v.  Howell,  14  Cal.  465. 

MVack  V.   McGrath,  32  Cal.   15;       "  Clark  v.  Boyrean,  14  Cal.  634. 
Ewing  V.  Burnet,  11  Pet.  41;  aliinn-       "Clark  v.   Boyreau,   14    Cal.  034; 

ing  S.  C,   1  McLean,  206;   and  see  Henry  v.  Everts,  30  Id.  425. 
Watkins  v.  Holman,  16  Pet.  25. 
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use  and  occupatioD,  rents  and  profits  of  tbo  premises  for  the 
period  during  wbicb  defendants  were  in  the  wrongful  possession 
and  excluded  plaintiff,  is  sufficient  to  charge  defendants  with- 
out any  averment  that  they  received  such  rents  and  profits.^ 

§  2209.  Rents  and  Profits,  Demand  for.— In  Ohio,  the 
demand  for  rents  and  profits  is  deemed  a  separate  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  should  be  separately  stated.^  So  in  New  York.'  A 
demand  of  damages  for  the  ouster  does  not  cover  them.^  In 
California,  when  they  are  claimed  in  an  independent  suit,  the 
record  of  recovery  in  ejectment  is,  as  to  the  title,  only  evidence 
of  the  right  of  possession  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  commencement 
of  the  action  in  which  the  recovery  was  had.*  The  legislature 
has  no  power  to  enable  another  person,  who  has  no  title,  to  re- 
cover from  the  person  entitled  to  the  possession,  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  land." 

§  2210.  Rents  and  Profits— Right  to.— The  right  to  mesne 
profits  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  recovery  in  ejectment.^ 
But  defendant  is  only  to  be  held  liable  for  the  time  he  was  in 
possession,  in  fact,  or  in  judgment  of  law."  And  the  measure 
of  damages  in  such  action  is  that  which  would  obtain  in  as- 
sumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.'  Under  the  practice  in  Cali- 
fornia, it  is  competent  for  the  plaintifT  to  recover  real  property, 
with  damages  for  withholding  it,  and  the  rents  and  profits,  all 
in  the  same  action,  and  as  one  cause  of  action.*^  And  if  plaintiff 
is  in  possession  of  a  portion  of  the  land,  damages  should  not  be 
assessed  for  the  use  of  the  entire  tract."  And  damages  may  be 
awarded  on  a  default."  But  unless  judgment  is  given  for  the 
possession,  damages  for  the  withholding,  or  for  rents  and  profits, 
can  not  be  recovered." 

§  2211.  Right  of  Possession.— To  maintain  ejectment,  a 
right  of  entry  and  possession  is  all  that  is  required.  A  contrary 
doctrine  would  defeat  the  policy  in  view  of  which  pre-emption 
rights  were  conceived,  by  putting  the  settlement  and  improve- 
ment of  the  pre-emptioner  at  the  mercy  of  any  stranger  who 
might  choose  to  trespass  upon  them/'   A  mere  naked  fee  does 

1  Patteraon  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28.  ^  j^yers  v.  Wheeler,  HiU  &  D.  Supp. 

*  See  Swan  on  PI.  444;  Ohio  Code,     389, 

flees.  80,  81;  McKinney  v.  McKinney,        •  Holmes  v.  Davis,  19  N.  Y.  488. 
8  Ohio  St.  423.  w  SuUivaii  v.  Davia,  4  Cal.  291. 

*  Holmes  v.  Davis,  21  Barb.  265.  "  KUis  v.  Jeans,  20  Cal.  272. 
*Living8tonv.Taimer,  l2Barb.  481.       ^^Dimick    v.    Campbell,    31     Cal. 
»  YouDt  V.  Howell,  14  Cal.  405.  238. 

*  Rich  V.  Maples,  33  Cal.  102.  "  Lj^i^g  y  Peters,  2  West  CoastRep. 
^  Benson  v.  Matsdorf,  2  Johns.  309;  725. 

Jackson  v.  Randall,  11  Id.  405;  Bai'on       "  Toland  v,  Mandell,  38  Cal.  43. 
v.  Abeel,  3  Id.  481. 
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not  always  warrant  a  recovery  in  ejectment.  The  plaintiff  must 
prove  the  right  to  the  possession.*  But  if  no  adverse  title  be 
shown,  recovery  may  be  had  without  showing  the  right  of  pos- 
session, or  an  entry,  or  a  right  of  entry  in  his  lessor,^  even  if 
the  deed  of  such  grantor  purporting  to  convey  was  fraudulent.' 
The  right  to  the  possession  depends  upon  title.  So,  when  the 
vendor's  title  expires,  his  right  to  possession  also  expires.  So 
held  in  a  case  where  the  vendor  sued  to  eject  the  purchaser,  who 
set  up  title  under  the  homestead  law  to  government  lands,  the 
plaiutiff  in  the  action  claiming  right  of  possession  only.  If  the 
defendant  was  estopped  by  reason  of  the  contract  of  sale  from 
setting  up  title,  the  plaintiff,  bj'  admitting  he  had  no  title,  will 
not  be  admitted  to  set  up  the  estoppel  to  show  that  his  admis- 
sion was  untrue,  as  it  would  then  be  an  estoppel  against  an 
estoppel,  •*  which  setteth  the  matter  at  la^ge."* 

§  2212.  Seisin  in  Fee. — Under  an  allegation  of  seisin  in  fee 
of  the  premises,  plaintiff  may  recover  if  he  show  anj'  interest 
entitling  him  to  possession.^  And  from  seisin  in  ise,  and  of 
possession  by  defendant  .when  established,  the  law  implies  a 
right  to  the  present  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  and  a  holding 
adverse  thereto  by  the  defendant.^  But  the  presumption  may 
be  rebutted  by  proof  of  an  equitable  title  in  another  of  the 
character  to  carry  the  right  of  possession.^  To  sustain  an  action 
of  ejectment,  an  averment  of  seisin  is  essential,  and  must  be  al- 
leged to  have  been  within  the  time  limited  for  bringing  the  action.^ 
A  variance  between  the  alleged  seisin  and  right  of  possession  of 
plaintiff  and  the  date  of  the  conveyance  to  him  is  immaterial.* 

§  2213.  Settlers  upon  Public  iLand. — Persons  having  set- 
tled in  person  upon  the  public  land,  improved  it,  and  erected 
dwelling-houses  thereon,  are  lawfully  in  possession,  have  a 
right  to  be  protected  in  it,  and  if  ousted  may  sue  to  recover  it. 
To  maintain  ejectment,  a  right  of  entry  and  possession  is  all 
that  is  required.***    A  settler  on  public  land,  if  ousted  after  the 

1  Wood  V.  Morton,  11  111.547;  Pit-        'Willis    v.    Wozencraft,    22    Cal. 
kin  V.  Yaw,  13  Id.  231;  Tilghman  v.     607. 

Little,  III.  ZiO;  Joy  v.  Bcrdrll,  2o  Id.  "  Bockeo  v.  Crosby,  2  Paine,  432; 

037;  Gillctt  v.  Trcganza,  13  Wis.  474;  Salmon  v.  Symonds,  24  Cal.  2G0;  sec 

Johnson  v.  Adleinan,  35  111.  205;  City  California  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  318,  319. 

of  Cincinnati  v.  White,  C  Pet.  431.  'Stark  v.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  361. 

2  Wilkes  V.  Elliot,  5  Cranch  C.  Ct.  '<>  Payne  v.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  220; 
611.  Yount  V.  Howell,  14  Id.  468;  Grady 


5  Stark  V.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  301.  3  Id.  308,  cited  in  Tolaud  v.Mandell, 

«  Payne  v.  Treadwell,   10  Cal.  220;    33  Cal.  30. 
Salmon  v.  Symonds,  24  Id.  200. 
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lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  ■within  which  to  improve  it,  can  re- 
cover against  the  person  in  possession  only  by  showing  an  act- 
ual, notorious,  prior  possession.*  Where  he  shows  that  he  first 
entered  upon  it,  marked  out  the  boundaries,  and  diligently 
proceeded,  or  diligently  made  preparations  to  do  sucli  acts  as 
were  necessary  to  constitute  an  actual  possession,  he  will  be 
entitled,  even  without  showing  an  actual  possession,  to  recover 
against  a  person  subsequently  entering.' 

§  2214.  Settler,  Complaint  by. — Where  the  complaint 
alleged  that  in  September,  1849,  plaintiff  settled  on  a  tract  of 
land,  "the  same  being  public  land  of  the  United  States;"  that 
subsequently  H.,  a  foreigner,  built  a  house  and  occupied  a  i)or- 
tion  of  the  tract,  and  now  that  H.'s  executor  is  offering  the  same 
for  sale,  and  plaintiff  prays  for  an  injunction  and  damages  for 
the  occupation,  it  was  held  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.'  That  at  a  cer- 
tain time  the  jmrty  received  a  deed  of  a  tract  of  land,  and  from 
that  time  forward  continued  in  the  actual,  exclusive,  adverse, 
and  notorious  possession,  and  had  the  same  protected  by  a  sub- 
stantial inclosure,  is  an  adverse  possession/ 

§  2215.  Statute  of  Limitations.-  The  statute  of  limita- 
tions distinguishes  between  an  entry  made  without  any  right  or 
claim  of  right,  and  one  made  under  a  claim  or  color  of  title. 
The  naked  disseisor  is  regarded  with  the  greater  disfavor,  and 
his  possession  is  strictly  to  the  land  in  his  actual,  exclusive  pos- 
session, co-extensive  with  his  metes  and  bounds.*  Peaceable 
and  uninterrupted  possession  for  seven  years,  under  a  grant  or 
deed  of  conveyance,  gives  a  complete  title  to  a  person  in  pos- 
session.* And  a  naked  trespasser  for  seven  years  is  not  a  bar 
to  the  action.^  But  a  connected  title  need  not  be  shown.® 
The  possession  of  one  having  no  title,  but  holding  by  consent 
of  another,  may  be  connected  with  the  title  of  such  other.' 
Under  the  statute  of  Kentuck}'  an  adverse  possession  under  a 
survey  previous  to  patent  may  be  connected  with  possession 
under  the  patent.'**  So  a  party  entering  into  possession  of  land 
under  a  patent,  but  not  showing  a  paj)er  title  to  any  particular 

'  Stainingcr  v.  Andrews,   4   Xev.         «  Piles  v.  Bouldin,  1 1  Wheat.  32.*>. 
59.     I'or   ii)  aitncieiit  p()sscs;>ion,  see        '  Piitton  v.  llynca,  1  Cooke.  'X)7. 
liii^hca  V.  llarurd,  42  Cal.  J40. "  ^(Jreeii  v.  Neal,  0  I\*t.   201;  over- 

-.stc;inin%^r  V.  Ainlrcw.s,  4  Nov.  59.  ruling   Pattoii   v.  E;iston,   1   Wheat. 

H)"C  )ini*Lr  V.  Ccil>itt,  .'i  Cal.  :j71.  47G;    Walker  v.   Turner,   9   Id.  541; 

'\'d    iiuli,  V.  J-citz,  :a  Cal.  '223.  ami  Powell  v.  Hannan   i>  Pet.  211. 

•■\.i.    Ii   V.   \i  :i,  :]^  Cal.   4:;i;    FCC         »  M  Ivcr  V.  Kea  ^:in,  1  CooUe,  T^UlJ. 
uLo  Caliiomia  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  3-3-         ^^  Waldcu  v.  Cracz,  1  Wheat.  'JJU2, 
325. 
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portion,  is  deemed  as  claiming  to  the  abuttals  of  the  patent 
against  other  parties  not  then  in  seisiu  or  i)ossession.^  Wbero 
a  party  is  brought  in  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff  as  an  additional 
defendant,  after  the  suit  has  been  some  time  pending,  such  de- 
fendant may  avail  himself  of  the  statute  of  limitations  up  to  the 
time  he  is  mode  a  party.'  Nor  does  the  pendency  of  a  suit 
estop  the  plaintiff  in  such  action  from  setting  up  the  statute  of 
limitations  in  a  suit  subsequently  brought  against  him.' 

§  221G.  Tax  Title. — No  title  can  be  derived  from  a  tax  sale 
where  the  tax  was  levied  against  the  buyer,  whose  duty  it  was 
to  pay  it.* 

§  2217.  Tenants  In  Common. — Tenants  in  common  are  in 
possession  of  all  the  land  held  in  common,  and  each  and  every 
one  of  them  has  the  right  to  enter  upon  and  occupy  the  whole 
of  the  common  lands,  and  every  part  thereof.*  Their  occupa- 
tion shall  be,  by  law  between  them,  in  common.*  So,  one  ten- 
ant in  common  can  recover  possession  of  the  entire  premises  as 
against  a  mere  trespasser.^  In  Tennessee,  the  practice  has  been 
for  the  tenants  in  common  in  ejectment  to  declare  in  a  joint 
demise,  and  to  recover  a  part  or  the  whole  of  the  premises,  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence.^  Tenants  in  common  can  not  join  in 
an  action  of  ejectment  in  Missouri.' 

§  2218.  Tenants  In  Common — ^Damages. — Where  a  party, 
after  taking  possession  wrongfully,  became  a  co-tenant  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  can  not  in  ejectment  recover  damages  for 
the  period  while  he  was  wrongfully  in  possession."  But  a  ten- 
ant in  common  who  is  ousted  by  his  co-tenant,  may  recover 
damages  from  the  time  of  the  ouster  according  to  his  right.'^ 
"Where  the  plaintiff  is  owner  of  an  undivided  half  interest,  and 
the  defendant,  a  naked  trespasser,  purchased  an  undivided  in- 
terest after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  plaintiff  can  re- 
cover the  value  of  one  half  of  the  rents  and  profits,  including 

'  Taylor  V.  Biicknor,2  A.  K.  Marsh,  v.  Johnson,  1  Wall.  U.  S.  371 ;  Sharon 

IS;  Kendall  v.  Slaughter,  1  Id.  370;  v.Davidson,  4Nov.  410;llowe  v.  Baci- 

Clarko  v.  Courtney,  5  Pet.  319.  galluppi,   21   Col.  C33;  Chipman   v. 

'-^Lawrence  v.  B:*llou,  50  Cal.  258.  Hastings,  50  Iil.  310. 

»420    Mining  Co.  v.  The  Bullion  "Poole  v.   Fleeger,    11   Pet.    18o; 

Mining  Co.,  9  Nev.  249.  affirming  Fleeger  v.  Poole,  1  McLean, 

*M()s.^  V.  Shear,  2oCal.  38;  Coppin-  18o. 

ger  V.  Rice,  33  Id.  42o;  followed  in  »Dubcv.  Smith,  1  Mo.  313;  Wathen 

Ganiv-ootl  v.  Hastings,  38  Id.  21G.  v.  En^^lish,  Id.  746. 

*  Carpcntier  v.  VX'ebster,  27  Cal.  54p;  >°  Carpentier  v.  Mcndenhall,  23  CaL 

cited  in  Tevis  v.  Uicks,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  484. 

July  T.,  18G9.  "Id.;  see  Allen  v.  Pariah,  2  Ohio, 

6  2  Bouvicr*3  Inst.  314.  110. 

v  Treat  V.  Beilly,  35  Cal.  129;  Hardy 
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those  resulting  from  the  improvements  placed  on  the  land  by 
the  defendant  during  the  period  of  wrongful  possession.' 

§  2219.  Termination  of  Plaintiff's  Title  Pending  Suit. 
"Where  the  plaintiff  shows  a  right  to  recover  at  the  time  the  ac- 
tion was  commenced,  but  it  appears  that  his  right  has  termi- 
nated during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  the  verdict  and 
judgment  shall  be  according  to  the  fact;  and  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  damages  for  withholding  the  property.'  The  convey- 
ance by  plaiutiff,  pending  suit,  does  not  necessarily  affect  his 
right  to  recover;  and  such  conveyance  may  be  shown  to  be  a 
mortgage,  though  on  its  face  it  is  an  absolute  deed.'  This 
provision  of  the  statute  applies  to  all  cases  where  the  plaintiff's 
title  from  any  cause  ceases  to  exist  before  trial,  and  is  not  con- 
fined to  cases  in  which  the  title  expires  by  limitation.*  The 
death  of  the  wife,  without  issue  living,  after  suit  brought  by 
herself  and  the  husband  for  the  homestead,  defeats  the  action.^ 
But  the  sale  of  the  premises  during  the  action  is  but  a  transfer 
of  tho  cause  of  action.'  Though  where  plaintiff's  title  expired 
before  judgment,  if  he  is  entitled  to  mesne  profits  he  may  have 
judgment  so  as  to  enable  him  to  recover  them.^ 

§  2220.  Title. — A  plaintiff  must  recover  on  the  strength  of 
his  own  title,  and  not  on  the  weakness  of  the  defendant's:^ 
and  only  upon  the  legal  title,"  and  upon  his  title  as  it  was 
when  the  suit  was  commenced.^®  A  subsequently  acquired  deed 
will  not  aid  him."  This  rule  has  no  application  to  mining 
claims.*^  Tho  plaintiff  must  show  title  in  himself  before  the 
ouster  laid  in  tho  complaint."  A  legal  subsisting  title  out- 
standing in  another  is  inconsistent  with  the  title  in  the  x^laint- 
iff,  and  must  defeat  him.^* 

§  2221.  Title  and  Prior  Possession. — Where  a  party  relies 
on  documentary  title  and  prior  possession,  if  he  fail  in  the  for- 

1  Carpentier  v.  Mitchell,  29  Cal.  330.  '^  Sacramento  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ilynes* 

«Cul.  Codo  0.  P.,  sec.  740;  Mooro  50  Cril.  195. 

T.  Tice,  22  Cal,  513.  »» Joy  v.  Berdell,  25  Dl.  537;  Wash- 

»  Clink  V.  Thurston,  47  Cal.  21.  ington  v.  Ogdeu,  1  Black,  U.  S.,  459; 

*Lang  V.  Wilbraham,  2  Diicr,  171.  Joimson  v.  Adulman,  35  111.  205;  Pit- 

^Goc  V.  Moore,  14  Cal.  472.  kin  v.  Yaw,  13  Id.  251.     For  cxcep- 

^  MosH  V.  Shear,  30  Cal.  4(i9.  tions  to  tlie  maxim  that  the  plaintiff 

^Jackson  v.  Davenport,  IS  Johns,  must  recover  upon  the  strcngtli  of  Iiis 

295.  own  title,  and  not  upon  the  weakness 

^  Woodworth  v.  Fulton,  1  Cal.  205;  of    his  advei-sary's,   sec  Macklot  v. 

Stanford  v.  Mangin,  30  (Ja.  355;  Tur-  Dubrueil,  9  Mo.  473. 

ner  v.  Aklridge,  1  McAll.  229;  Sahler  '  -  llichardson  v.  McNulty,  24  Cal. 

V.   Signer,  37  Barb.    329;   Brady   v.  339. 

Hcnniou,8  Bosw.  528;  State  v.  String-  ^'-^  Buxton  v.  Carter,  11  Mo.  481, 

fellow,    2   Kansas,    203;   Scabury   v.  '^SocPuterbaugh'sPl.and  Pr.(Ill.), 

Field,  1  McAll.  1. 
»  Buhuc  V.  Chisra,  48  Cal.  -107. 


citing  Mastcrson  v.  Cheek,  23  III.  75; 
McCormick  v.  Wilcox,  25  Id.  277. 
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mer  he  may  still  rely  upon  the  latter.  The  failure  to  prove  the 
paper  title  does  not  impair  the  just  force  and  effect  of  the  pos- 
session.* 

§  2222.  Title,  Allegation  of.— The  title  of  the  plaintiff  is 
the  ultimate  fact,  the  fact  in  issue  upon  which  the  recovery 
must  be  had  in  ejectment,'  and  must  be  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint.^ It  may  be  averred  in  general  terms,  but  if  he  attempts 
to  set  forth  a  specific  deraignment,  he  must  aver  every  fact  re- 
quired to  be  proved  in  order  to  recover,*  and  he  will  be  con- 
fined in  the  proof  to  his  pleading.^  An  allegation  that  on  a 
day  named  the  plaintiff  ''was  possessed  of"  certain  lands 
therein  described,  which  said  premises  the  plaintiff  claims  in 
fee-simple  absolute,  is  an  allegation  of  title  in  fee-simple  abso- 
lute.' The  allegation  of  possession  at  the  time  of  the  ouster 
complained  of  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  title. ^  So,  an  aver- 
ment of  prior  possession  and  ouster  is  sufficient.^ 

§  2223.  Title,  Equitable. — ^Ejectment  can  not  be  main- 
tained u})on  an  equitable  title.'  A  mere  equitable  title  to  land 
does  not  enable  the  owner  to  maintain  an  action  to  recover  pos- 
session thereof.  Although  the  code  has  abolished  the  distinc- 
tion between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  so  far  as  regards 
forms,  the  rules  by  which  the  rights  of  parties  are  to  be  de- 
termined remain  unchanged;  and  in  an  action  against  a  stranger 
in  possession,  the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  on  his  legal  title.^* 
And  a  legal  title  will  prevail  in  the  absence  of  a  valid  equitable 
defense." 

§  2224.  Title  Derived  through  a  Firm.— In  deriving 
title  through  a  firm  who  are  not  parties,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
set  out  their  names. ^' 

§  2225.  Title  by  SheriflPs  Deed.— The  sheriff  is  empow- 
ered by  law  to  convey  b}'  deed  to  the  purchaser  under  an  execu- 
tion, all  the  right,  title,  interest,  and  estate  of  the  defendant,^' 

^Morton  v.  Folger,  15  Cal.  275.  'O'CoDnell  v.  Dougherty,  32  Cal. 

^Mai-shall  v.  Sbafter,  32  Cal.  176;  45S;  Scaton  v.  Son,  32  Id.  481;  San 

Payne  v.  Treadwell,  10  Id.  243.  Felipe  M.  Co.  v.  Belshaw,  49  Id.  655. 

'Gray  V.  James,  Pet.  C.  Ct.  476.  i"  Slicwen  v.   Wroot,  5   East,    132; 

*  Castro    V.    Ricliardson,    18    Cal.  Jackson  v.  Pierce,  2  Johns.  221;  J ack- 

478.  son  V.  Chase,  Id.  84;  Moore  v.  Spell- 

^  Eagan  v.  Delaney,  16  Cal.  85;  Cor-  man,  5  Denio,  225;  Peck  v.  Newton, 

yell  V.  Cain,  Id.  567.  46  Barb.  173;  Carson  v.  Boudinot,  2 

6  Marshall  v.  Shatter,  32  Cal.  170.  Wash.  C.  Ct.  33;  Hickey  v.  Stewart, 

'Hutchinson  v.  Perley,  4  Cal.  33;  3  How.  (U.  S.)  750;  Agricultural  Bank 

approved  in  Winans  v.  Christy,  Id.  of  Miss.  v.  Rice,  4  Id.  225;  Watkins 

78;  Sacramento  V.  R.  R.  v.  Moffutt,  v.  Hohnan,  10  Pet.  25. 
7  Id.  579;  Nagle  v.  Macy,  9  Id.  427.         "  Hartley  v.  Brown,  51  Cal.  405. 

8 Boles  V.  Cohen,  \o  Cal.  150;  Nor-        ^^ Cochran  v.  Scott,  3  Wend.  229. 
ris  V.  Russcl,  5  Id.  249.  "  4  Scam.  531. 
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0,9  fully  as  the  defendant'  himself,  or  an  attorney  empowered  by 
him  for  that  purpose,  could  have  done.  The  oflicer  in  fact  acts 
as  such  attorney,  appointed  for  that  purpose  by  law.* 

§  2226.  Title  Subsequently  Acquired. — A  party  may 
have  two  suits  against  the  same  defendant,  if  the  second  is 
brought  on  a  title  acquired  after  the  commencement  of  the 
first.  =* 

§  2227.  Title  under  Sheriff's  Sale.— Where  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  in  ejectment  averred  title  in  the  plaintiff  under  a 
sheriff's  sale,  made  by  one  sheriff,  and  a  deed  executed  by  his 
successor,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.' 
The  plaintiff  having  a  sheriff 's  title  need  not  show  that  the  de- 
fendant in  execution  had  title,  but  only  that  he  was  in  posses- 
sion at  the  time  of  the  sale.*  He  need  only  show  a  judgment, 
execution,  and  a  sheriff's  deed.^ 

§  2228.  Two  Titles. — Where  one  enters  generally  under 
two  titles,  the  law  adjudges  that  he  entered  under  the  better 
title  of  the  two.* 

§  2229.  United  States  Courts. — The  petitory  action  in  the 
United  States  courts  corresponds  with  the  action  of  ejectment 
in  the  state  courts.' 

§  2230.  Value. — Where  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute 
is  not  averred  in  the  complaint,  evidence  can  not  be  given  of  it 
by  the  defendant."  Contra,  when  the  i)leadings  do  not  state  tho 
value  of  the  property  in  controversy,  the  value  may  be  shown 
at  the  trial.' 

§  2231.  Vendor  of  Land. — ^When  a  vendor  elects  to  rescind 
the  contract  of  sale  for  non-compliance  of  its  terms,  he  may 
bring  ejectment  agaiost  the  purchaser.^"  Where  a  party  acquires 
possession  of  land  under  an  executory  contract  of  purchase,  the 
vendor  can  not  maintain  ejectment  until  after  notice  to  quit,  or 


Cal.  C49.     As  to  recitals  in  slicrifl's  ^Sinclair  v.   Worthy,  1  Wins.  (N. 

dcctl,  sec  Donahue  v.  McNulty,  24  Jd.  C.)»  No.  1,  114. 

417;  Ilihn  v.  Peck,  30  Id.  *J87.     As  «  Gardner  v.  Sharp,  4  Wash.  C.  Ct. 

to  title  conveyed  by  such  deed,  see  609. 

Blood  V.  Light,  38  Id.  049,  and  cases  '  U.  S.  v.  King,  7  How.  U.  S.  846; 

there  cited.  Livingston  v.  Story,  9  Pet.  632;  Gilmer 

2  Vance  v.  Olinger,  27  Cal.  358.  v.  Poiudexter,  10  How.  U.  S.  257. 

=*  Alderson  v.  Bell,  9  Cal.  315;  Kel-  »  Lanning  v.  Dolph,  4  Wash.  C.  Gt. 

logg  V.  Kellogg,  6  Barb.  IIG;  Brew-  624. 

sttr  V.  Striker,   1  E.  D.  Smith,  321;  «  Beard  v.  Federy,  3  Wall.  U.  S.  488. 

Townahcnd  v.  Wesson,  4  Duer.  342;  lojDeanv.  Comstock,  32111.  173. 
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demand  of  possession.^  And  after  the  purchaser  has  perfected 
his  title  to  the  lands  in  pursuance  of  the  contract,  an  action  will 
not  lie  against  him  by  a  grantee  of  the  sherifT,  under  a  judgment 
against  the  devisee  of  the  vendor.'  But  where  he  enters  hold- 
ing a  bond  for  a  deed  of  the  usual  form,  and  fails  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  purchase,  the  vendor  may  rescind  the 
contract  and  maintain  ejectment.' 

§  2232.  Vermont. — For  cause  of  action,  a  party  who  would 
avail  himself  of  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  must  show 
that  there  had  been  an  actual  ouster  by  some  person  entering 
into  possession  adversely  to  the  plaintiff.  A  mere  intruder  with- 
out title  is  not  protected.* 

§  2233.  When  the  Aotion  Lies. — Ejectment  may  be  brought 
against  claimants  not  in  possession.^  Ejectment  will  not  lie 
for  anything  whereon  an  entry  can  not  be  made,  or  of  which  the 
sheriff  can  not  deliver  possession."  But  it  will  lie  for  anything 
attached  to  the  soil,  of  which  the  sheriff  can  deliver  possession.^ 
So  it  will  lie  for  a  room  in  a  building,  although  the  walls  have 
been  taken  down,  and  in  form,  character,  and  value,  the  identity 
of  the  premises  has  been  entirely  destroyed.®  It  will  lie  when- 
ever a  right  of  entry  exists.  The  thing  claimed  should  be  a 
corporeal  hereditament.'  And  the  interest  should  be  visible 
and  tangible,  so  that  the  sheriff  may  deliver  possession  to  the 
plaintiff.^" 

§  2234.  When  Action  may  be  Maintained. — The  rule 
that  the  claimant  in  ejectment  must  recover  upon  the  strength 
of  his  own  title,  is  in  California  so  far  modified  that  a  plaintiff 
nia3*  recover  upon  i)roof  of  a  possession  j^rior  to  that  of  the  de- 
fendants, notwithstanding  the  real  title  is  in  a  stranger."  On  a 
title  to  land  by  estoppel,  ejectment  may  be  maintained."  Or 
under  a  grant  accompanied  by  possession."  Or  under  United 
States  patent."    In  Pennsylvania,  a  warrant  accompanied  by 

*  Johnson  v.  County  of  Stark,  14  IlL  ^^  Adams  on  Eject.  18;  Rowan  v. 
91;  Dean  v.  Comstock,  32  Id.  173.         Kelsey,  18  Barb.  484;   Champlain  & 

*  Smith  V.  Gage,  41  Baib.  GO.  St.  Lawrence  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Valentine, 
»  Dean  v.  Comstock,  32  111.  173.  19  Id.  484. 

*  Society  for  Propagation  V.  Town  of  "Hubbard  v  Barry,  21  Cal.  321; 
Pawlet,  4  Pet.  480;  Clarke  V.Courtney,  approved  in  Richardson  v.  McNulty, 
6  Id.  319.  24  Id.  348;  Harris  v.  McGregor,  29 

5  Sec  Harvey  v.  Tyler,  2  Wall.  329.  Id.  129;  Southmayd  v.  Henley,  45  Id. 

®  Adams  on  Eject.  18;  Fahnouth  v.  101. 

Aldersou,  1  Mcc.  &  W.  210;  Crocker  ^'^  Stoddard   v.  Chambers,  2  How. 

V.    Fothergill,  2   Barn.    &  Aid.  Cr)2;  U.  S.  284. 

Child  V.  Cliappel,  9  N.  Y.  240.  "  Boyreau  v.  Campbell,   1  McAll. 

'  Sax  ton  V.  May,  l(i  Johns.  184.  119. 

^  Rowan  v.  Kclscy,  2  Kcycs,  004.  ^*  Ballancc  v.  Forsyth,  13  How.  U. 

*  Adams  on  Ejoct.  18.  S.  18. 
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payment  of  the  purchase  money  and  a  legal  survey,  entitles  the 
holder  to  sue  in  ejectment/ 

§  2235.  When  Action  will  not  Lie.— Tbe  sale  of  lands 
in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  by  a  portion  of  the  board  of  com- 
missioners of  the  funded  debt,  does  not  pass  a  title  upon  which 
ejectment  will  lie."  Nor  will  a  deed  of  the  sheriff,  of  premises 
claimed  as  a  homestead,  at  an  execution  sale,  for  the  excess  of 
the  value  of  the  premises  over  five  thousand  dollars.'  Eject- 
ment does  not  lie  to  try  the  right  to  a  road  or  right  of  way.* 
The  holder  or  assignee  of  a  grant  issued  by  a  California 
governor,  without  approval  by  the  departmental  assembly,  or 
juridical  possession,  can  not  in  ejectment  recover  from  the  con- 
firmee of  the  federal  government,  having  an  approved  survey.* 
A  party  who  has  a  right  of  entry  upon  lands,  and  who  has 
entered  by  force  or  fraud,  can  not  be  turned  out  of  possession 
by  an  action  of  ejectment." 

§  2236.  Eljeetinent,  where  Damages  and  Rents  and 
Profits  are  Claimed. 

Form  No,  648. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18.  •  i  the  plaintiff  was 

the  owner,  and  seised  in  fee  and  possessed,  and  entitled  to  the 

possession  of  that  certain  tract  of  land  situate  in  the 

county  of ,  state  of ,  described  as  follows,  to 

wit  [description  of  property].  • 

II.  That  while  the  plaintiff  was  such  owner,  and  so  seised 
and  possessed,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  said  laud  and 
premises,  the  said  defendant  did,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, without  right  or  title,  enter  into  and  upon  the  same,  and 
oust  and  eject  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  and  ever  since  that 
day  has  withheld,  and  still  withholds  the  possession  thereof 
from  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  value  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  land 

and  premises,  from  the  said day  of ,  18. . ,  and 

while  the  plaintiff  has  been  excluded  therefrom,  is 

dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  said 
defendant: 

*  Sims  V.  Ir\nne,  3  Dall.  425;  Lewis  ^  Leonard  v.  Darlington,  6  Cal.  123. 

V.  Meredith,  3  Wash.  C.  Ct.  81 ;  Penns  ^  Gary  v.  Eastabrook,  6  Cal.  4r)7. 

V.  Klyne,  1  Wash.  C.  Ct.  207;  Dubois  *  Wood  v.  Tnickce  T.  Co..  24  Cal. 

V.   Newman,  4   Id.   74;   Vanhom  v.  474.     See  Adams  on  Eject.,  1  Set  soq. 

Chesniit,  2  Id.  IGO;  Copley  v.  Riddle,  *  Estrada  v.  Murphy,  19  Cal.  248. 

Id.  304.  «  Dupuy  v.  Wilaam;*,  2U  CaL  30y. 
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1.  For  the  restitution  of  said  land  and  premises. 

2.  For  the  sum  of dollars  damages  for  the  with- 

Lolding  thereof. 

3.  For dollars,  the  value  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof , 

together  with costs  of  suit. 

§  2237.    The  Same— Alleging  Title  by  Desoent. 

Form  No.  649. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  one  A.  B.,  late  of  ,  deceased,  was  at  and 

before  his  death  seised  in  fee  of  [describe  premises],  and  was 
at  the  time  of  his  death  in  possession  of  the  same. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

said  A.  B.  died  intestate,  leaving  surviving  him  the  plaintiff, 
his  sole  heir  at  law. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .  [etc.],  the 

defendant,  who  was  not  then  and  there,  or  at  any  time,  the 

executor  or  administrator  of  the  said  A.'  B.,  did  [allege  ouster 

as  in  other  forms]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  * 

§  2238.    Allegation  Setting  Forth  Title  by  Devise. 

Form  No.  550. 

That  on  the day  of i  18. . ,  the  said  A.  B.  died, 

having  by  his  last  will  devised  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  premises, 
which  will  has  been  duly  proved  as  a  will  of  real  estate  in  the 
probate  court  of  the  county  of 

§  2239.  Essential  Allegations. — A  decedent  claimed  and  ' 
exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  a  tract  of  land  for  some  time 
before  and  up  to  his  death.  His  possession  descended  to  his 
heirs  as  tenants  in  common.  One  of  them,  who  was  also  execu- 
tor of  his  will,  directed  to  sell  the  decedent's  land,  bought  the 
land  from  a  third  person  claiming  to  hold  a  perfect  title.  In 
ejectment  against  him,  it  was  not  necessary  that  a  tender  of 
the  purchase  money  should  be  made  before  commencing  suit, 
as  defendant  claimed  in  opposition  to  the  trust.' 

§  2240.  Heir  of  Devisee. — A  person  in  possession  of  land, 
without  other  title,  has  a  devisable  interest,  and  the  heir  of  his 
devisee  can  maintain  ejectment  against  one  who  has  entered  on 
the  land  and  can  not  show  title  or  possession  prior  to  the  tes- 
tator.' An  averment  that  the  defendant's  ancestor  was  in  his 
life-time  seised  in  fee,  and  in  possession  of,  etc.,  sufficiently 

*  See  California  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  1452,  1453. 

»  Keller  v.  Auble,  58  Peiin.  410. 

'  Asher  v.  Wliitlock,  Law  Rep.  1  Q.  B.  1. 
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ayers  tbe  fact  of  title  in  him,  and  a  proof  of  grants  to  him  is 
admissible  under  it/ 

§  2241.  Title. — Tbe  above  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  title  of 
ancestor.'  An  allegation  in  tbe  complaint  tbat  plaintiffs  are 
tbe  sons  of  Joaquin  Castro,  and  bave  been  in  possession  of  tbe 
rancbo  since  bis  decease,  is,  in  tbe  absence  of  a  special  demur- 
rer, a  sufficient  allegation  of  beirsbip.'  Under  tbe  old  law  in 
California  a  devisee  could  not  maintain  ejectment  until  tbe  dis- 
tribution and  close  of  tbe  estate.*  But  by  Cal.  Code  C.  P., 
sec.  1452,  tbe  beirs  or  devisees  may  tbemselves,  or  jointly  with 
tbe  executor  or  administrator,  maintain  an  action  for  tbe  pos- 
session of  tbe  real  estate,  or  for  tbe  purpose  of  quieting  title  to 
tbe  same,  against  any  one  except  tbe  executor  or  administrator. 

§  2242.    Alleging  Title  by  Possession. 

Form  No.  551, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tbat  on  tbe  ....  day  of ,  18. .,  be  was  possessed 

of  tbe  [designate  property]. 

II.  Tbat  wbile  so  possessed,  tbe  defendant,  on  tbe day 

of   ,  18. . ,  witbout  rigbt  or  title  so  to  do,  entered 

tbereou,  and  ousted  and  ejected  tbe  plaiutifif  tberefrom,  and 
from  tbence  bitberto  bas  witbbeld,  and  still  witbbolds  tbe  pos- 
session tbereof  from  tbe  plaintiff,  to  bis  damage dollars.^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2243.  Abandonment. — Laying  ofif  li^ud  into  town  lots, 
selling  tbe  same,  and  exercising  otber  acts  of  ownersbip  over 
tbem,  is  no  evidence  of  abandonment,  but  taken  in  connection 
witb  previous  acts  of  ownersbip  furnisLes  additional  evidence  of 
possession.^  Persons  in  casual  and  temporary  occupancy  of  an 
island,  a  part  of  tbe  public  domain,  engaged  in  tbe  pursuit  of 
bunting,  fisbing,  or  gatberiug  tbe  eggs  of  wild  birds  deposited 
tbere,  are  not  justified  in  resisting  by  force  otbers  wbo  attempt 
to  land  upon  it  to  engage  iu  tbe  same  pursuit.^ 

§  2244.  Actual  Possession. — By  actual  possession  is  meant 
a  subjection  to  tbe  will  and  dominion  of  tbe  claimant,  and  is 
usually  evidenced  by  occupation,  b^'  a  substantial  inclosure,  by 
cultivation,  or  by  appropriate  use,  according  to  tbe  particular 

^  People  V.  Livingston,  8  Barb.  253.  *  For  authorities  in-  support  of  this 

Teoplcv.  Livingston,  8  Barb.  253.  form,  consult  Ensign  v.  Sherman,  13 

As  to  allegation  of  hcii-ship,  seo  St.  How.  Vr.  35;  Warner  v.  Nclligar,  12 

John  V.  Northrup,  23  Id.  25.  Id.  402;  Mayor  of  N.  Y.  v.  Campbell, 

»  Castro  V.  Armesti,  14  Cal.  39.  18  Barb.  15G. 

*  McCrea    v.    Haraszthy,  51    Cal.  •Plume  v.  Seward,  4  Cal.  94. 

146.  '  People  v.  Batchelder,  27  Cal.  69. 
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locality  and  quality  of  the  property.'  The  mere  taking  from 
the  laud  a  portion  of  the  herbage  growing  thereon  is  not  suflS- 
cient  to  give  a  right  of  possession.'  A  complaint  in  ejectment 
averring  that  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises by  in  closure  and  cultivation;  that  defendant,  upon  acei-tain 
day,  entered  upon'  the  same,  and  ousted  the  plaintiiT,  and  that 
defendant  is  still  in  possession,  is  sufficient.'  •  The  possession 
need  not  be  by  the  claimant  personally,  but  possession  by  a 
tenant  under  him  inures  to  his  benetit.^  What  is  actual  and 
what  constructive  possession  in  many  cases  must  be  a  question 
for  the  juiy.^  One  in  actual  possession  may  rely  on  his  posses- 
sion alone  until  the  opposite  party  shows  a  better  right.®  So 
one  in  actual  possession  can  not  be  dispossessed  by  another 
who  has  neither  title  nor  color  of  title. ^  Where  land  had  been 
cultivated  for  two  years,  and  was  at  the  time  in  possession  of  an 
agent,  the  same  is  conclusive  evidence  of  actual  possession.* 
Proof  of  possession,  however  short,  will  entitle  a  claimant  to 
recover.*  So  the  use  of  the  property  for  a  series  of  years  with- 
out direct  proof  of  the  character  of  the  fence,  or  its  efficiency, 
was  held  sufficient.'^  The  inclosure  of  the  ground  used  in  dig- 
ging a  canal,  not  being  necessary  for  the  work,  would  give  its 
proprietors  no  higher  rights;  nor  is  it  necessary  as  notice  to 
those  who  have  received  actual  notice  of  the  intended  line  of 
the  canal." 

§  2245.  Occupation — Constructive  Possession.  —  The 
word  "  occupation  "  may  be  so  used  in  connection  with  other 
expressions,  or  under  peculiar  facts  of  a  case,  as  to  signify  a 
residence.  But  ordinarily  the  expressions  "  occupation,"  "  pos- 
sessio  pedis^"  "  subjection  to  the  will  and  control,"  are  employed 
as  synonymous  terms,  and  as  signifying  actual  possession." 
The  possession  of  real  property  is  of  two  kinds,  the  one  con- 
structive, depending  upon  the  title  and  the  right  to  the  actual 
possession,  and  the  other  subsisting , in  the  actual  occupation." 
A  party  may  be  in  possession  of  land  without  a  personal  resi- 
dence thereon,  or  without  having  personally   cultivated  it." 

» Coryell  v.  Cain,  16  Cal.  667.  •  Hawxhurst  v.- Lander,  28  Cal.  331. 

*Stcmback  v.  Fitzpatrick,  12  Cal.  '  Sufiol  v.  Hepburn,  1  Cal.  254. 

295.  '  Moore  v.  Goslin,  5  Cal.  2(56. 

'Gladwin  v.  Stebbins,  2  Cal.   103;  "Potter  v.  Knowles,  5  Cal.  87. 

Leigh  Co.  V.  Indcp.  Ditch  Co.,  8  Id.  '^Hcstrcs  v.  Brannan,  21  Cal.  423. 

323;  Boles  v.  Wcitcnback,  15  Id.  144;  "  Conger  v.  Weaver,  0  Cal.  548. 

Boles  V.  Cohen,  Id.  151.  ^^  Lawrence  v.  Fulton,  19  Cal.  683. 

*  Gregg  V.  Forsyth,  24  How,  XJ.  S.  "Cahoon  v.  Marshall,  25  Cal.  197. 
179;  Gregg  V.  Tesson,  1  Black.  150;  "Plume  v.  Seward,  4  Cal.  94;  Bar- 
Dredge  V.  Forsyth,  2  Id.  503.  stow  v.  Newman,  34  Id.  90. 

^  O  Callaghau  v.  Booth,  6  Cal.  63. 
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Possession,  coupled  with  color  of  title,  must  prevail  in  eject- 
ment, except  where  a  better  title  is  shown  in  the  defend- 
ants.^ 

§  2246.  Possession  of  Part. — The  actual  possession  of  a 
small  portion  of  a  large  tract,  with  a  claim  of  title  to  the  whole, 
will  not  enable  a  party  to  maintain  a  possessory  action  under 
Mexican  law,  where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  papers  that 
his  title  is  a  nullity.'  Where  each  of  the  parties  has  held  pos- 
session of  distinct  parts  of  the  land  in  controversy,  the  party 
having  the  better  right  is  in  constructive  possession  of  all  the 
land  not  occupied  in  fact  by  his  adversary.' 

§  2247.  Possession,  Extent  of.— A  mere  intruder  is  limited 
to  his  actual  possession;*  but  one  entering  land  under  a  deed  or 
title  has  a  possession  co-extensive  with  his  deed  or  title,  with 
some  qualifications,  and  his  possession  is  not  always  confined 
to  his  actual  inclosure.*  So,  where  a  party  takes  possession  of 
part  of  a  tract,  under  a  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  whole,  with 
specific  boundaries,  and  at  the  time  of  entry  no  one  is  holding 
adversely,  such  possession  will  extend  to  the  whole  tract  de- 
scribed in  the  deed.^  This  rule  is  not  limited  to  small  tracts  of 
land  such  as  are  usually  occupied  and  cultivated  for  farms;  ^ 
and  it  extends  to  unrecorded  deeds,  with  respect  to  those  at 
least  who  have  actual  knowledge  of  the  terms  of  the  deed,  and 
the  grantee's  claim  under  it.®  But  if  the  title  includes  no 
definite  metes  and  bounds,  possession  will  not  be  deemed  to  ex- 
tend beyond  the  actual  possession  proved.'  And  a  grantee 
entering  into  possession  under  a  deed,  thereby  acquires  no 
greater  possession  than  his  grantee  had.'° 

§  2248.  Possession,  Insufficient.  —Where  a  party  takes 
possession  of  land,  and  incloses  it  with  a  fence  consisting  of 
posts  seven  feet  apart,  and  one  board  six  inches  wide  nailed  on 
to  the  posts,  and  not  sufficient  to  turn  cattle,  and  the  land  is 
not  cultivated,  such  possession  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an 

1  Winans  v.  Christy,  4  Cal.  70.  Pet.  412;  affirming  S.  C,  1  McLean, 

^  Snflol  V.  Hepburn,  1  Cal.  254.  206;    Prcscott  v.   Nevers,   4  Mason, 

« Green  v.    Liter,   8  Cranch,   229;  326. 

Hunt  V.  WickliflPc,  2  Pet.  201;  Barr  «  Rose  v.  Davis,  11  Cal.  13.3;  Bald- 

V.  Gratz,  4  Wheat.  213.  win  v.  Simpson,  12  Id.  560;  Kile  v. 

*Sunol  V.   Hepbura,   1   Cal.    254;  Tubbs,  23  Id.  431;  Hicks  v.  Coleman, 

Wilson  V.  Corbier,  13  Id.  166;  Wat^  25  Id.  122;  McKee  v.  Greene,  31  Id. 

kins  V.  Holman,  16  Pet.  2.5;  see  Call-  418;  Ayers  v.  lieusley,  32  Id.  020. 

fomia  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sees.  '  Ilicks  v.  Coleman,  25  Cal.  122. 

321-327.  8  Roberts  v.  Unger,  30  Cal.  076. 

*  Castro  V.  Gill,  5  Cal.  40;  Green  v.  »  Fraser  v.    Hunter,  5  Cranch  C. 

Liter,  8  Cranch,  229;  i3arr  v.  Gratz,  C.  470. 

4  Wheat.  213;  Ellicott  v.   Pearl,  10  "  Bird  v.  Dcnnison,  7  CaL  297. 
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action  of  ejectment  as  against  a  party  in  possession  of  a  part  of 
the  tract  under  a  deed  to  the  whole." 

§  2249.  Possessory  Act. — A  party  relying  on  the  posses- 
sory act  of  California  must  show  compliance  with  its  provisions, 
and  can  then  maintain  an  action  for  the  possession  of  lands  oc- 
cupied for  cultivation  or  grazing,  without  showing  an  actual 
possession,  or  an  actual  inclosure  of  the  whole  claim. ^ 

§  2250.  Mineral  Lemds. — The  allegation  of  possession  is 
too  broad  to  defeat  the  rights  of  a  person  who  has,  in  good 
faith,  located  upon  public  mineral  land  for  the  purpose  of  min- 
ing.'  In  ejectment  in  such  an  action,  plaintiff  averred  x^osses- 
sion  of  a  large  tra6t  of  land,  including  the  mining  grotind  in 
controversy,  and  that  he  occupied  the  land  for  agricultural  and 
mining  purposes,  without  stating  that  any  use  was  made  of  the 
particular  portion  held  by  defendants.  Defendants  answered 
denying  the  possession  of  plaintiff  and  the  ouster,  and  averred 
that  the  land  was  public  land  of  the  United  States,  valuable  for 
mining,  and  that  they  entered  for  that  purpose.  Plaintiff  could 
not  recover  without  showing  such  an  actual  and  meritorious 
possession  and  occupancy  as  rendered  the  interference  of  the 
defendants  unjust  and  inequitable;  he  could  not  recover  on  the 
pleadings,  because  the  character  of  his  possession  did  not  ap- 
pear— the  complaint  not  averring  that  this  particular  portion 
of  the  land  was  ever  used  by  plaintiff  for  any  purpose  whatever.* 
Where,  in  a  suit  for 'a  mining  claim,  plaintiff  in  his  complaint 
states  the  particular  facts  constituting  his  title,  and  on  that 
title  seeks  a  recovery,  and  the  answer  denies  such  title,  plaintiff 
must  prove  his  title  as  averred,  at  least  in  substance,  and  he 
can  not,  against  defendant's  objection,  recover  on  another  and 
different  title. ^ 

§  2251.  Mineral  Lands,  Ijocation  on. — One  party  may 
locate  grounds  for  fluming  purposes,  and  another  party,  at  the 
same  time,  or  a  different  time,  may  locate  the  same  ground  for 
mining  purposes,  and  the  two  locations  will  not  conflict." 

§  2252.  Mining  Claims,  Appropriation  of. — The  usual 
mode  of  taking  up  mining  claims  is  to  put  upon  the  claim  a 
written  notice  that  the  party  has  located  it,  and  this  may  be 
done  personally,  or  by  any  one  for  him;  and  when  done  by  an 
agent  the  title  rests  in  him  and  the  agent  can  not  subsequently 

1  Baldwin  v.  Simpson,  12  Cal.  560;  *  Smith  v.  Doe,  15  Cal.  100.    . 

see  also  Hughes  v.  llazard,  42  Id.  149.  *  Eaqan  v.  Delaney,  16  Cal.  87. 

3  Coryell  V.  Cain,  16  Cal.  567.  «0'Keiffe  v.  Cunningham,  9  CaL 

8  Smith  V.  Doe,  15  C^.  100.  689. 
EsTEB,  Vol.  II— 8 
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divest  it.'  The  acts  of  appropriation  are  regulated  by  iniDing 
rules  and  local  custom,  which,  when  not  in  conflict  with  the 
cous>titution  and  laws  of  the  state,  must  govern  a]l  decisions  in 
an  action  for  mining  claims.' 

§  2253.  Mining  Claims—Constructive  Possession. — The 
eutry  on  a  part  of  a  mining  claim  under  a  deed  does  not  by  the 
deed  alone  give  possession  of  the  entire  claim,  unless  the  deed 
contains  definite  and  certain  boundaries  which  can  be  traced 
out  and  made  known  from  the  deed  alone.'  But  when  a  person 
enters  bona  fide,  under  color  of  title,  the  possession  of  part,  as 
against  any  one  but  the  true  owner,  is  the  possession  of  the 
whole^  as  described  in  the  deed  or  lease/  When  the  claim  is 
defined,  and  the  party  enters  in  pursuance  of  mining  rules  and 
customs,  the  possession  of  part  is  the  possession  of  the  whole.^ 
But  the  boundaries  must  be  plainly  indicated  by  marks  or 
monuments.'  Fencing  a  mining  claim  would  only  serve  to 
mark  its  boundaries;  and  any  other  means  which  will  accom- 
plish that  object  will  equally  answer  the  requirements  of  the 
law  as  to  possession.'  And  this  rule  is  equally  applicable  to 
claims  valuable  only  for  the  '*  tailings  "  deposited  on  them  from 
other  mines.^ 

§  2254.  Mining  Claims,  Extent  of.— In  the  absence  of 
mining  regulations,  the  fact  that  a  party  has  located  a  claim 
bounded  by  another  raises  no  implication  that  the  last  location 
corresponds  in  size  or  in  the  direction  of*  its  lines  with  the 
former.'  The  quantity  of  ground  a  miner  may  locate  for  min- 
ing purposes  may  be  limited  by  the  mining  rules  of  the  district.*^ 
And  a  general  custom,  whether  existing  anterior  to  the  location 
or  not,  may  be  given  in  evidence;  but  a  local  rule  stands  on  a  dif- 
ferent footing,  and  can  not  be  introduced  to  affect  the  value  of 
a  claim  acquired  previous  to  its  establishment.^' 

§  2255.  Mining  Claims,  how  Held. — A  mining  claim  on 
the  public  domain  may  be  held  either  by  actual  occupancy  and 
the  exercise  of  control  over  it,  by  indicating  its  boundaries  by 
monuments,  or  marks,  or  by  occupancy  in  accordance  with  lociil 

'  Gore  V.  McBrayer,  18  Cal.  682.  ■  Hess  v.  Winder,  30  Cal.  .349. 

«  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  748;        ♦  Attwood  v.  Fricot,  17  Cal.  37. 
see  Hicks  v.  Bell,  3  Cal.  219;  Packer        ^  English  v.  Johnson,  17  Cal.  107. 
V.    Hcaton,   9    Id.    568;    Waring   v.         « Hess  v.  Winder.  30  Cal.  349. 
Crow,  11   Id.  366;  English  v.  John-        ^Rogers  v.  Cooney,  7  Nev.  213. 
son,  17  Id.  108;  Gore  v.   MoBraycr,        ®  Id. 

18  Id.  582;  Prosscr  v.  Parks,  Id.  47;        "Live  Yankee  Co.  v.  Oregon  Co.,  7 

Colman  v.  Clements,  23  Id.  245;  St.  Cal.  40. 

John  V.  KidJ,  20  Id.  263;  Morton  v.       *^  Prosscr  v.  Parks,  18  Cal.  47. 

Solambo  C.  M.  Co.,  Id.  527;  T.  M.  "T.   M.  Tunnel  Co.  v.  Stranahan, 

Tunnel  Co.  v.  Stranahan,  31  Id.  387.  20  Cal.  198. 
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mining  customs.*  "Where  the  location  is  made  both  by  posting 
notices  and  by  designating  fixed  objects  on  or  near  its  exterior 
boaudaries,  witness  may  state  whether  the  location  made  in- 
cluded the  ground  in  dispute.'  One  seeking  to  hold  a  mining 
claim  by  virtue  of  prior  possession  alone,  without  reference  to 
local  mining  customs,  must  mark  out  his  boundaries  by  such 
distinct  physical  marks  as  will  indicate  to  any  one  what  his  ex- 
terior boundaries  are.'    But  fences  are  not  necessary.* 

§  2256.  Mining  Claims,  O-wnership  of. — ^The  whole  course 
of  legislation  and  judicial  decisions,  since  the  organization  of 
the  state,  has  recognized  a  qualified  ownership  of  the  mines  in 
private  individuals.^  As  between  themselves  and  all  other  per- 
sons, except  the  United  States,  miners  in  possession  of  claims 
are  owners  of  the  same,  having  a  vested  right  of  property 
founded  on  possession  and  appropriation.® 

§  2257.  Mining  Claim,  Possession  of. — Mining  ground 
acquired  by  entry  under  a  claim  for  mining  purposes,  the 
bounds  being  distinctly  defined,  accompanied  by  actual  occu- 
pancy of  a  part  of  the  tract,  is  sufi^cient  possession  to  maintain 
ejectment  for  the  entire  claim,  although  the  acts  of  appropriation 
were  not  according  to  any  mining  rule.'  So,  also,  the  owner 
of  an  undivided  interest  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  whole 
mine,  as  against  one  who  has  no  title  to  any  portion.*  The 
rule  applicable  to  agricultural  lands  does  not  apply."  A  miner 
is  not  expected  to  reside  on  his  claim,  or  cultivate  it,  or  inclose 
it,  work  done  outside  the  claim,  in  reasonable  proximity  thereto, 
having  direct  relation  to  the  working  of  the  claim,  being  suffi- 
cient.^°  As,  for  example,  starting  a  tunnel  a  considerable  dis- 
tance off,  to  run  into  the  claim,"  is  sufficient  possession.  Min- 
ing claims  are  held  by  possession,  regulated  and  defined  by 
usage  and  local  and  conventional  rules,  and  the  *'  actual  posses- 
sion" which  is  applied  to  agricultural  lands  and  understood  to  be 
a  possessio  pedis,  can  not  be  required  in  the  case  of  a  mining 
claim." 

§  2258.  Mining  Claim,  Sale  of— In  the  early  case  of 
McCarron  v.  O'Connell,  7  Cal.  152,  it  was  held  that  a  bill  of 
sale  not  under  seal  was  insufficient  to  convey  a  mining  claim; 
but  it  has  been  since  held  that  instruments  conveying  mining 

'  Hess  V.  Winder,  30  Cal.  349.  '  Table  M.  T.  Co.  v.  Stranahan,  20 

-    »  Kelly  V.  Taylor,  23  Cal.  11.  Ccal.  198. 

»  Hess  V.  Winder,  30  Cal.  349.  »  Melton  v.  Larabard,  51  Cal.  258. 

*  English  V.  Johnson,  17  Cal.  107.  "English  v.  Johnson,  17  Cal.   107. 

*  State  of  California  v.  Moore,  12  >nicGamtyv.Byiugtou,12Cal.42G. 
CaL  56.  "English  v.  Johnson,  17  Cal.  107. 

«  Hughes  V.  Devlin,  23  Cal.  501.  "  Attwood  v.  Fricot,  17  Cal.  37. 
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claims  need  not  be  under  seal.*  And  where  it  is  conveyed  by 
bill  of  sale,  the  bill  of  sale  is  the  best  evidence  of  the  transfer , 
parol  evidence  of  the  conveyance  being  inadmissible.'  And  if 
the  bill  of  sale  be  lost  or  destroyed^  its  loss  or  destruction  must 
be  proved,  to  lay  the  foundation  for  secondary  evidence,  as  to 
its  contents.' 

§  2259.  Mining  Claims,  Verbal  Sale  of.— Where  the  grantor 
is  in  actual  possession  of  a  mining  claim,  he  may  convey  the  same 
by  a  verbal  sale,  accompanied  by  a  transfer  of  the  possession.^ 
This  was  held  in  California  before  the  act  of  1860,  but  since  the 
act  of  1860,  p.  175,  all  sales  of  miniug  claims  must  be  in  writing.^ 

§  2260.  Mining  Regulations. — The  mining  regulations  of 
a  district  are  devised  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  persons  who 
locate  claims  to  hold  them  by  constructive  possession,  and  they 
are  not  to  bo  construed  as  authorizing  a  person  to  invade  the 
actual  possession  of  another,  on  the  pretext  that  the  latter  has 
neglected  to  perform  the  requisite  amount  of  work,  or  has  failed 
in  some  other  respect  to  comply  with  such  regulations;  and  the 
language,  "  open  and  subject  to  appropriation  under  the  local 
usages  of  the  district,"  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  a  mining 
claim  in  the  actual  possession  of  a  peison  may  be  relocated  by 
another  person  on  his  failure  to  perform  the  acts  required  by 
the  mining  regulations  of  the  district.^ 

§  2261.    The  Same— Alleging  Prior  Possession. 

Fiyrm  No,  652, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  he  was  law- 
fully possessed,  as  owner  in  fee-simple,  of  that  certain  tract  of 
land,  situate  in  the  county  of ,  state  of ,  de- 
scribed as  follows  [describe  property]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  being  so  possessed,  the  defendant 

afterwards,  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  entered  into 

the  possession  of  the  demanded  premises,  and  ousted  the  plaint- 
iff, and  now  unlawfully  withholds  the  possession  thereof  from 
the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

^Draper  v.  Douglass,  23  Cal.  347;  Co.,  30  Cal.  360,  where  the  qnestion 

St.  Johu  V.  Kidd,  26  Id.  263.  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  verbal  sale  un- 

^  Crary  v.  Campbell,  24  CaL  634.  der  the  act  is  discussed.    In  Goller  v. 

•  King  V.  Randlett,  33  Cal.  318.  Fett,  30  Id.  481,  it  was  held  that  a 

*  Gatewood  v.  McLaughlin,  23  Cal.  verbal  sale,  even  if  accompanied  by 
178;  AnIoineCo.  v.llldgoCo.jId.  219;  delivery  of  possession,  does  not  jmiss 
Copper  Hill  Min.  Co.  v.  iSjienccr  (No.  the  legal  title;  see  also  Cal.  Civ.  Co<le, 
2),  25  Id.  18;  Patterson  v.  Keystone  sec.  1001;  and  Melton  v.  Lambard,  51 
Min.  Co.,  23  Id.  575.  Cal.  258. 

^  See  Fatterson  v.   Keystone  Min.        «  Bradley  v.  Lee,  38  Cal.  367. 
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in.  That  tbe  value  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said 

premises,  from  tbe   said day  of i  18 . . ,  and 

"while  the  plaintiff  has  been  excluded  therefrom  by  the  defendant, 

is dollars. 

[DEMAifD  OF  Judgment.]  * 

§  2262.  Actual  Possession. — The  plaintiff  who  claims  to 
recover  on  the  ground  of  prior  possession  alone,  without  color 
of  title,  must  show  an  actual  prior  possession;  and  if  he  shows 
that  he  had  the  land  protected  by  a  substantial  inclosure,  even 
if  he  had  not  improved  or  lived  on  it,  this  constitutes  an  actual 
possession.'  Where  a  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  upon  prior  pos- 
session, and  does  not  show  a  compliance  with  the  statute  con- 
cerning possessory  actions  in  this  state,  he  can  only  recover 
upon  proof  of  actual  bona  fide  occupation.' 

§  2263.  Entry  upon  Lands. — One  who  enters  upon  a  tract 
of  land  where  there  is  no  adverse  possession,  a  portion  of  which 
is  uninclosed,  claiming  the  whole  under  a  deed  describing  the  en- 
tire tract,  will  prevail  in  an  action  against  one  who  enters  subse- 
quently upon  the  uninclosed  pari,  showing  color  of  title  merely.* 

§  2264.  Presumption  of  Title. — Where  two  parties  rely  upon 
possession  solely,  as  proof  of  title,  the  presumption  of  ownership 
is  in  favor  of  the  first  possessor.^  And  where  title  to  land  rests 
in  possession  only,  the  prior  possessor  has  the  better  title.* 

§  2265.  Prior  Possession. — Prior  possession  will  prevail  in 
ejectment  over  a  subsequent  one,  obtained  by  mere  entry,  with- 
out any  lawful  right.^  A  locator  on  public  land,  who  shows 
that  he  first  entered  upon  it,  marked  out  the  boundaries,  and 
diligently  proceeded  to,  or  diligently  made  preparation  to  do 
such  acts  as  were  necessary  to  constitute  an  actual  possession, 
will  be  entitled,  even  without  showing  an  actual  possession,  to 
recover  against  a  person  subsequently  entering.*  Where  the 
plaintiff  has  documentary  title,  aided  and  accompanied  by  pos- 
session, and  the  defendant  is  a  mere  trespasser,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  on  prior  peaceable  possession  alone.'  Pos- 
session IB  prima  fade  evidence  of  title.^*^ 

*  As  to  form  in  ejectment,  see  Payne  *  Potter  v.  Knowles,  6  Cal.  87. 
V.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  220.  Other  au-  «  Ayres  v.  Bensley,  32  Cal.  620. 
thorities  in  support:  Walter  v.  Lock-  '  Buckner  v.  Chambliss,  30  Ga.  652. 
wood,  23  Barb.  228;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  Pr.  ^  ytaininger  v.  Andrews,  4  Nev.  59. 
307;  People  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  28  »  Grady  v.  Early,  18  Cal.  108;  see 
Barb.  240;  S.  C,  8  Abb.  Pr.  7;  Ensign  also  Donahue  v.  Gallavan,  43  Id.  573. 
V.Sherman,  14  How.  Pr.  439;  Caper-  *° Hutchinson  v.  Perley,  4  Cal.  33; 
ton  V.  Schmidt,  20  Cal.  479.  Hicks  v.   Davis,   Id.  67;  Winans  v. 

"'  Polack  V.  McGrath,  32  Cal.  15.        Christy,  Id.  70;  Bequetto  v.  Caultield, 

*  Murphy  v.  Wallingford,  G  Cal,  048.     Id.  278. 

*  Hicks  V.  Coleman,  25  Cal.  122. 
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§  2266.  Prior  Claim  to  Water.— Possession  or  actual  ap- 
propriation is  the  test  of  priority  in  all  claims  to  the  use  of 
water,  where  such  claims  are  dependent  upon  the  ownership  of 
the  land  through  which  the  water  flows.* 

§  2267.  Prior  Possession  of  Grantor. — If  one  who  has  not 
been  in  the  actual  possession  of  land  claims  title  on  the  ground 
of  prior  j)osses8ion,  he  must  not  only  show  the  conveyances  of  his 
grantors,  but  must  show  that  they  were  in  actual  possession  and 
occupation  of  the  land.' 

§  2268.  Title  by  Prior  Possession. — Actions  of  ejectment 
do  not  affect  the  title  to  the  property,  but  the  possession.'  It 
is  confined  to  cases  where  the  claimant  has  a  possessory  title, 
or  a  right  of  entry  upon  the  lands.*  The  right  to  x^ossession, 
as  between  the  parties,  is  tried,  and  this  right  to  the  possession 
is  title.*  An  action  can  be  maintained  upon  any  title,  legal  or 
equitable,  or  upon  an  instrument,  sealed  or  unsealed,  which 
entitles  plaintiff  to  the  possession  of  the  property  in  dispute,  as 
against  the  defendant;  but  this  refers  to  proceedings  in  equity.' 
In  ejectment,  plaintiffs  may  rely  on  prior  possession,  and  the  legal 
title  is  not  necessarily  involved/  It  is  sufficient  evidence  of  title 
to  support  the  action.®  Title,  therefore,  by  prior  possession  may 
be  alleged,  but  he  must,  in  connection  therewith,  allege  an  entry 
and  ouster,*  and  a  continued  adverse  holding  by  the  defendant." 

§  2269.  Title  by  Limitation. — Adverse  possession  for  five 
years  gives  a  title  to  the  land."  But  possession  for  five  j-ears, 
unless  it  is  either  admitted  or  found  as  a  fact  to  b^adverse,  will 
not  i3resume  a  title."  In  Illinois,  a  person  in  actual  j)ossessiou 
under  claim  or  color  of  title  in  good  faith  for  seven  years,  and 
during  all  that  time  paying  all  taxes,  shall  be  adjudged  the  legal 
owner."  When  parties  enter  without  title  or  claim,  or  color  of 
title,  such  occupation  is  subservient  to  the  paramount  title,  as 
title  must  be  somewhere."    In  Delaware,  an  action  of  ejectment 


1  Kimball  v.  Gearhart,  12Cal.  27. 

*  Borcl  V.  Rollins,  OOCal.  40S;  Law- 
rence V.  Fulton,  19  Id.  G83. 

3  Long  V.  Neville,  29  Cal.  LSI; 
but  8C0  Mai-shall  v.  Siiafter,  32  Id. 
194. 

*  Payne  v.  Tread  well,  5  Cal.  310. 
6  Marshall  v.  vShafter,  r,2Cal.  194. 
•Ortman  v.  Dixon,  13  Cal.  33. 

^  Grady  v.  Early,  18  Cal.  lOS. 

®Xag]e  V.  Macy,  9  Cal.  42G. 

•Nonia  v.  Kussel,  5  Cal.  249; 
Boles  V.  Cohen,  15  Id.  150;  Pajue 
r.  TroadM'cll,  10  Id.  2i0. 

10  Boles  V.  Cohen,  15  Cal.  150;  Gar- 


rison  v.  Sampson,  Id.  93;  Steinback 
V.  Fitzpatrick,  12  Id.  295. 

»'  Lo  Hoy  V.  Kogers,  30  Cal.  229; 
Simpson  v.  Eckstein,  22  Id.  580, 

*-'  JSliarp  V.  Diuigney,  33  Cal.  505; 
Stillman  v.  Wliite  Kock  Mfg.  Co..  3 
Woodb.  &  M.  538. 

i^Kuasel  V.  Barney,  C  McLean,  577; 
compare  Wright  v.  Mattison,  18  How. 
U.  8.  50. 

^*  Sharp  V.  Daugney.  33  Cal.  505; 
Harvey  v.  Tyler,  2  Wall.  U.  S.  323. 
As  to  the  rule  in  Connecticut,  kco 
SliUnian  v.  Wluto  Hock  ^iUg.  Co.,  3 
Woodb.  &  M,  538. 
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can  not  be  maintained  against  a  mere  trespasser  on  the  ground 
of  possession  alone,  unless  the  possession  Las  continued  twenty 
years.* 

§  2270.    By  the  Tenant. 

Form  No.  663. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  one  A.  B.  is  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  piece  of 

laud  in  the  township  of ,  county  of ,  bounded 

as  follows  [describe  the  land]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  said  A.  B. 

let  the  said  premises  to  plaintiff,  for years,  from 

III.  That  the  defendant  withholds  the  possession   thereof 

from  the  plaintiff. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2271.  Action  "will  not  Ue. — ^In  an  action  of  ejectment, 
if  the  plaintiff  count  upon  a  lease  to  himself  from  a  person 
Tvhom  the  evidence  shows  to  have  been  dead  at  the  time,  it  is 
bad.' 

§  2272.  Expired  Lease. — "Where  the  lease  under  -which 
ejectment  is  brought  has  expired  before  trial,  no  recovery  can 
be  had  without  amendment.'  Where  land  was  conveyed  in  fee, 
reserving  a  rent  charge  with  a  right  of  re-entry  for  non-pay- 
ment, and  the  grantor  died,  leaving  sis  heirs,  it  was  held  that 
one  of  said  heirs  could  maintain  ejectment  for  one  sixth  of  said 
lands  for  non-payment  of  rent,  without  joining  the  others.* 

§  2273.  Personal  Representatives. — The  personal  repre- 
seutatives  of  a  lessee  for  years  or  his  assignee,  have  an  estate 
in  the  land,  and  are  entitled  to  its  possession,  and  may  main- 
tain ejectment.^  A  plaintiff  in  ejectment  can  not  recover  when 
one  lessor  uuder  whom  he  claims  has  conveyed  his  legal  and 
equitable  title  to  the  other,  and  the  right  of  that  other  lessor  is 
barred  by  a  former  recovery.* 

§  2274.  Possession  by  Tenant. — A  party  entering  under 
a  lease  -with  bounds,  or  under  a  deed,  gains  a  possession  ouly 
to  the  extent  of  the  boundaries  of  the  lease  or  deed.  Where 
the  tenant  is  settled  on  a  patent  with  intent  to  gain  possession, 
without  limits  or  bounds,  it  was  held  that  the  landlord's  posses* 

^  Jefferson  v.  Howell,  1  Houst.  178.  *Cruger  v.  McClanghry,  61  Barb. 

For  the  statutes  of  limitation  of  the  642. 

various  states,  see  Adams  on  Eject.,  ^Williams  on  Ex.  748;  Boscoe  on 

p.  43  et  seq.     And  in  California,  see  Actions,  545;  Doe  v.  Bradbury,  ICKng. 

Code  C.  P.,  sees.  315  to  328.  Com.  L.  115;  Mosher  v.  Yost,  33  Barb. 

«  Connor  v.  Brady,  1  How.  211.  277. 

*  Boe  V.  Doe,  30  Ga.  608.  ^Dearmond  y.  Roe,  30 Qa.  982. 
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sion  thereby  obtained  extended  to  the  lines  of  the  patent.* 
But  an  alienee  entering  upon  lands  with  bounds  gains  a  pos- 
session only  to  the  extent  of  his  bounds.*  If  the  landlord  him- 
self enters  and  is  ousted  by  an  intruder,  he  may  recover  to  the 
boundaries  of  his  deed,  while  the  tenant,  if  ousted,  can  recover 
only  to  the  boundaries  of  his  lease.' 
§  2275.    Form  in  I^ectinent  under  the  Oregon  Code. 

Fomi  No,  654. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  [and  for  five  years  last  past  has  continually 
been]  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  parcel  of  land  situated  in  said 

county,  known  and  described  as  lot  . . . . ,  in  block ,  in  the 

city  of ,  in  said  county  and  state,  and  is  entitled  to  the 

possession  thereof^ 

II.  That  said  defendant  wrongfully  withholds  [and  for  one 

year  and  three  months  last  past  has  continued  wrongfully  to 

withhold]  the  same  from  him,  said  plaintiff,  to  the  said  plaintiff's 

damage  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.] 

§  2276.  Porin  of  I^'ectment  in  Oregon. — The  practice 
act  of  Oregon  specially  directs  the  substance  of  the  complaint 
in  actions  for  the  ''recovery  of  the  possession  of  real  property." 
Oregon  General  Laws,  compilation  1872,  sec.  315,  is  as  follows: 
"The  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  shall  set  forth  the  nature  of  his 
estate  in  the  property,  whether  it  be  in  fee,  for  life,  or  for  a 
term  of  years,  and  for  whose  life,  or  the  duration  of  such  term, 
and  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof,  and  that  the 
defendant  wrongfully  withholds  the  same  from  him,  to  his 
damage,  such  sum  as  may  be  therein  claimed.  The  property 
shall  be  described  with  such  certainty  as  to  enable  the  posses- 
sion thereof  to  be  delivered,  if  a  recovery  be  had."  But  plaint- 
iff should  not  set  out  his  muniments  of  title.*  "Where,  however, 
defendant  set  up  an  undivided  interest  in  himself  he  was  re- 
quired to  specify  what  such  interest  was.^  The  donee  of  a  land 
claim  may  maintain  an  action  under  the  statute  for  the  recovery 
of  real  property,  at  least  against  one  who  shows  no  title  except 
possession.*  A  deed  unacknowledged  and  unrecorded  is  good 
between  the  parties.'    And  a  recorded  conveyance  of  real  estate 

1  Lee  V.  McBaniel,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.        »  Walsh  v.  HHl,  38  Cal.  481. 
234;  Owings  v.  Gibson,  2  Id.  515.  *  Peaso  v.  Hannah,  3  Or.  301. 

*  Maury  v.  Waugh,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.        '^Id. 
452;   Owings  v.   Gibson,   2  Id.  515;         *  Keith  v.  Cheeney,  1  Or.  285;  see 

Jones  V.  Chiles,  2  Dana,  25;  Wicklilio  also  Dolph  v.  Bamoy,  5  Itl,  191. 
V.  Eusor,  9  B.  Mon.  208.  '  Mooro  v.  Thonias,  1  Or.  201. 
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not  vitiated  by  fraud,  will  Lave  priority  in  all  cases  over  a  con- 
veyance not  recorded.*  An  executor  Las  not  such  an  estate  as 
will  authorize  him  to  maintain  an  action  under  the  Oregon  code, 
sec.  313.* 

§  2277.  Form  under  the  New  York  Code— By  Widow, 
for  Dower. 

Form  No,  555, 

[TiTLK.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  late  A.  B.  'was  husband  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  his  death;  that  he  died  many  years  since;  and  that  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  for  many  years  previous  thereto,  he 
"was  seised  in  fee  and  in  possession  of  the  following  described 
premises  [description]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  one  undivided  third  part 
thereof  for  her  life,  as  her  reasonable  dower. 

III.  That  the  defendant  Y.  Z.  is  in  possession  of  said  prem« 
ises,  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  withholds  from  plaintiff  the 
possession  of  her  said  one  third  part  thereof  as  her  dower. 

rV.  That  the  other  defendants  claim  an  estate  in  fee  in  said 
premises,  as  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  they  are 
the  legitimate  children  of  said  A.  B. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  she  recover  possession  of  one  undivided  third  part 
of  said  premises  for  her  own  life,  against  said  defendant  Y.  Z. 

2.  That  she  be  declared  entitled  to  one  undivided  third  part 
thereof  for  her  own  life  against  all  the  other  defendants. 

3.  That  she  recover  her  costs  of  action.' 

'  Moore  v.  Thomas,  1  Or.  201.  of  New  York,  but  not  to  California, 

'Humphreys  v.  Taylor,  5  Or.  260.     andis  taken  from  Abbott's  Forms,  No. 
'  This  form  is  applicable  to  the  state    624. 
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CHAPTEK  L 

FORECLOSUBE   OF  MORTGAGES  AND   LIENS. 

§  2278.    Foreolosure  of  Mortgage — Common  Form. 

Form  No,  666, 

[TiTLB,] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,   18 . . ,  at , 

in  this  state,  the  defendant  made  his  promissory  note,  bearing 
date  on  that  day,  in  the  ivords  and  figures  following,  to  wit 
[copy  of  note], 

II.  That  the  said  defendant,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
said  principal  sum  and  the  interest  thereon,  as  mentioned  iu 
said  note,  according  to  the  tenor  thereof,  did  execute  under  his 
hand  and  seal,  and  deliver  to  the  said  plaintiff,  a  certain  mort- 
gage, bearing  date  the day  of ,  18. .,  and  condi- 
tioned for  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of dollars, 

and  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  and  at  the  time  and  iu  the  man- 
ner specified  in  said  note,  and  according  to  the  conditions 
thereof  J  which  said  mortgage  was  duly  acknowledged  and  cer- 
tified, so  as  to  entitle  it  to  be  recorded,  and  the  same  was 

afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  duly 

recorded  in  the  office  of  the  county  recorder  of  the  county  of 

,  in  liber of  Mortgages,  page ;  a  copy 

of  which  said  mortgage,  with  the  indorsements  thereon,  is 
hereunto  annexed,  marked  "Exhibit  A,"  and  made  a  part  of 
this  complaint. 

III.  That  the  interest  on  the  said  principal  sum  mentioned 
in  said  promissory  note,  and  in  the  said  mortgage,  has  been 

paid  down  to  the day  of >  18. . ,  but  nothing  more 

has  been  paid  thereon;  and  the  principal  sum  mentioned  in 
said  promissory  note  and  mortgage,  together  with  interest 
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thereon  at  the  rate  of  ....  per  cent  per ,  from  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  has  not  been  paid  by  said  de- 
fendant. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  or 

thereabouts,  paid  on  said  premises  the  sum  of dollars, 

for  taxes  duly  assessed  thereon,  which  were  a  lien  and  incum- 
brance upon  said  premises  legally  attaching  thereto;  and  the 

said  sum  of dollars,  taxes  so  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  and 

interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of per  cent  per ,  from  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  has  not  been  paid  by  the  defendant 

to  the  plaintiff. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful  owner  of  said  promis- 
sory note  and  mortgage. 

YI.  That  the  defendants  [here  insert  names  of  other  claim- 
ants and  incumbrancers]  have,  or  claim  to  have,  some  interest 
or  claim  upon  said  premises,  or  some  part  thereof  [as  purchas- 
ers, mortgagees,  judgment  creditors,  or  otherwise],  which  inter- 
ests or  claims  are  subsequent  to  and  subject  to  the  lien  of  the 
plaintiff's  mortgage. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  the  said  de- 
fendant: 

1.  For  the  sum  of  dollars,  with  interest  at  the  rate 

of per  cent  per ,  from  the  . . .  •  day  of ,  18 . . , 

and  for  costs  of  suit. 

2.  That  the  usual  decree  may  be  made  for  the  sale  of  said 
premises  by  the  sheriff  of  said  county,  according  to  law  and  the 
practice  of  this  court;  that  the  proceeds  of  said  sale  may  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  the  amount  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  said 
defendant  and  all  persons  claiming  under  him,  subsequent  to 
the  execution  of  said  mortgage  upon  said  premises,  either  as 
purchasers,  incumbrancers,  or  otherwise,  may  be  barred  and 
foreclosed  of  all  right,  claim,  or  equity  of  redemption  in  the  said 
premises,  and  every  part  thereof,  and  that  the  said  plaintiff 
may  have  judgment  and  execution  against  the  said  defendant 
for  any  deficiency  which  may  remain  after  applying  all  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  said  premises  properly  applicable  to  the 
satisfaction  of  said  judgment. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  or  any  other  party  to  the  suit  may  be- 
come a  purchaser  at  said  sale;  that  the  sheriff  execute  ar  deed 
to  the  purchaser;  that  the  said  purchaser  be  let  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  on  production  of  the  sheriff's  deed  there- 
for; and  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  such  other  or  further  relief 
in  the  premises  as  to  this  court  may  seem  meet  and  equitable. 
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§  2279.    Allegation  of  Insurance  by  Plaintifi! 

Form  Xo.  557. 

That  the  defendant  [mortgagor]  did  not  keep  the  premises  in- 
sured, but  on  the  contrary  [suffered  the  insurance  to  expire  on 

the  ....  day  of ] ;  in  consequence  whereof  the  plaintiff 

caused  them  to  be  insured  in  the company,  of , 

for  the  term  of ,  from  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

and  paid  therefor  the  premium  of dollars.* 

§  2280.  Action  for  Foreclosure. — In  California  there  shall 
be  but  one  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  debt  or  the  enforce- 
ment of  any  right  secured  by  mortgage  upon  real  estate  or  per- 
sonal property.'  It  is  an  action  for  the  legal  determination  of 
the  existence  of  the  lien,  ascertainment  of  its  extent,  and  sub- 
jection to  sale  of  the  estate  pledged  for  its  satisfaction.'  Thus 
-where  a  mortgagee  had  prosecuted  an  action  in  Ohio  to  final 
judgment,  upon  a  note  secured  by  mortgage  on  land  in  Cali- 
fornia, he  can  not  afterwards  maintain  an  action  for  foreclosure.^ 
The  proceeding  for  a  foreclosure  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
as  at  common  law,  is  unknown  to  our  system.*  The  owner  of 
the  mortgage  can  in  no  case  become  the  owner  of  the  premises, 
except  by  purchase  upon  sale  under  judicial  decree,  consum- 
mated by  conveyance,'  the  surplus  after  a  decree  of  sale  going 
to  the  subsequent  incumbrancers  or  the  owner  of  the  premises.' 
And  adverse  titles  to  the  premises  are  not  the  proper  subjects 
for  determination  in  the  suit."  In  such  cases  the  decree  should 
reserve  the  right  of  the  adverse  claimants,  and  so  limit  the  relief 
awarded  as  to  protect  those  rights." 

§  2281.  Action — ^When  It  will  Ue. — A  mortgagee  is  not 
prevented  from  foreclosing  his  mortgage  in  a  state  court  by  the 
fact  that  the  mortgagor  has  been  declared  a  bankrupt  in  the 
United  States  district  court,  and  the  mortgagee  has  proved  his 
debt  therein;  but  he  must  obtain  leave  from  the  United  States 
district  court  to  bring  his  action  in  the  state  court.^^  A  state 
district  court  has  jurisdiction  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  real 
estate  which  lies  outside  of  the  judicial  district." 

^As  to  insurance  effected  by  mort-  ^  San  Francisco  v.  Lawton,  18  Cal. 

gagor  in  his  own  name,  assignment  4G5. 

thereof  to  the  mortgagee,  etc.,  see  ^  San  Francisco  v.  Lawton,  21  Cal. 

California  Civil  Cotlc,  sees.  2541, 2542.  689;  Elias  v.  Vcrdugo,  27  Id.  418;  see 

'  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  726.  also  Ord  v.  McKee,  6  Id.  515. 

•  Boggs  V.  Hargrave,   10  Cal.  559;  *"  Socidt<S  d'Epargnes  v.  McHenry, 

McMillan  v.  Kichards,  9  Id.  305.  49  Cal.  351. 

*Ould  V.  Stoddard,  54  Cal.  013.  *•  Soci^td  d'Epargncs  v.  McHenry, 

^Goodenow  v.  P^ver,   10  Cal.  401;  49  Cal.  351.     As  to  when  it  will  lie 

McMillan  v.  Kichards,  9  Id.  305.  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  per- 

*Id.                               »  Ud.  son,  see  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1500. 
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§  2282.  Aooount,  Taking  of.— The  best  method  is  to  ap- 
point the  proper  officer  of  the  court  to  report  the  amount  due, 
and  then  exceptions  may  be  filed;  though  the  calculations  may 
be  made  by  ^he  court;  though  in  that  case,  a  mistake  in  calcu- 
lation must  be  brought  to  his  notice  in  some  form  analogous  to 
an  exception  to  a  master's  report.^ 

§  2283.  Apportlonixig  Debt. — If  several  persons  become, 
subsequently  to  the  mortgage,  entitled  to  separate  portions  of 
the  whole  tract  mortgaged,  the  debt  will  not  be  apportioned 
on  their  several  parts."  In  such  case  the  part  of  the  property 
still  owned  by  the  mortgagor  will  be  first  sold;  and  if  that  is 
insufficient  to  satisfy  the  decree,  the  other  parts  will  be  sub- 
jected in  the  inverse  order  in  which  they  were  sold  by  the  mort- 
gagor to  the  several  owners.' 

§  2284.  Assignment  of  the  Ijand. — An  assignment  by  the 
mortgagee  of  all  his  interest  in  the  land,  passes  nothing  unless 
the  debt  be  assigned,  the  mortgage  being  a  mere  incident  to 
the  debt.'  A  mortgage  of  real  property  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
conveyance,  whatever  its  terms,  so  as  to  enable  the  mortgagee 
to  recover  possession  without  foreclosure  and  sale.^ 

§  2285.  Stipulation  for  Attorneys'  Pees.— In  Califor- 
nia, in  all  cases  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  the  attorney's  fee 
shall  be  fixed  by  the  court  in  which  the  proceedings  of  fore- 
closure are  had,  any  stipulation  in  said  mortgage  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding."  If  there  is  no  provision  in  the  mort- 
gage for  payment  of  counsel  fees,  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  to 
foreclose  is  not  entitled  to  such  fees.^  A  plaintiff  who  appears 
in  person  is  not  entitled  to  counsel  fees,  though  stipulated  for 
in  the  mortgage."  In  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  against  the 
property  of  a  deceased  person,  no  counsel  fees  are  allowed, 
unless  the  claim  secured  by  the  mortgage  has  been  first  pre- 
sented to  the  executor  or  administrator.* 

§  2286.  Bond  for  Title.— At  common  law,  a  bond  for  title 
is  in  effect  a  mortgage.  The  legal  title  remains  in  the  vendor, 
and  an  equity  rests  in  the  vendee,  to  have  the  title  in  compli- 
ance with  the  conditions;  and  the  legal  title  and  equity  go  to 

'  Guy  V.  Franklin,  5  CaL  417;  see        *  California    Code    of    Civil     Pto- 
CodeC.  P.,  sec.  638,  and  following.        cedure,   sec.   744;    Civil   Code,    sec. 

*  Pcrre  v.  Castro,  14  Cal.  531.  2927. 

'See  Cheevor  v.  Fair,  5  Cal.  337;  1        «Act  of  March  27,  1874,  following 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.  223.  sec,  728  of  Code  C.  P. 

*  Naglc  V.  ilacy,  9  Cal.  428;  Mack        ^  Sichcl  v.  Carrillo,  42  Cal.  494. 

V.  Wetzlar,  39  Id.  247;   Jackson  v.        *  Patterson  v.  Douuer,  48  Cal.  380. 
Bronson,   19  Johns.   325;    Ellison  v.        'CodeC.  P.,  sec.  1500. 
Daniels,  11  N.  H.  274. 


126  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2287. 

the  whole  estate,  includiDg  fixtures.  The  vendor  can  bring  an 
action  in  ejectment  on  breach  of  condition,  or  foreclose/ 

§  2287.  Conditions  in  Mortgage. — The  usual  conditions 
in  a  mortgage  contain  no  personal  obligation  to  pay  the  money. 
The  contract  is  simply  that  the  mortgagor  may  pay  the  sum 
named,  which  will  revest  the  title  in  him,  or  if  he  fail  to  do  it, 
then  the  deed  becomes  absolute  at  law,  though  in  equity  he  still 
has  a  right  to  redeem,  which  right  may  be  cut  off  by  a  foreclo- 
sure. In  such  cases  the  mortgagee  is  limited  to  the  land  for  pay- 
ment, and  if  that  is  not  sufficient  he  has  no  further  security.' 

§  2288.  Claims  against  Estate.— The  words  ''claimant" 
and  "  claim"  are  synonymous  with  the  words  "  creditor"  and 
"legal  demand."'  The  word  "claims"  does  not  embrace 
mortgage  liens,  but  has  reference  only  to  such  debts  or  de- 
mands against  decedent  as  might  have  been  enforced  against 
him  in  his  life- time  by  personal  actions,  for  the  recovery  of 
money  and  upon  which  only  a  money  judgment  could  have 
been  rendered.*  The  word  "claim,"  when  it  speaks  of  claims 
against  an  estate,  is  broad  enough  to  include  a  mortgage,^  or 
a  note  secured  by  a  mortgage." 

§  2289.  Conflicting  Claims.— The  purchaser  in  good  faith 
and  for  value  of  a  mortgage  should  not  have  his  rights  pre- 
judiced or  postponed  by  a  controversy  between  purchasers  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  concerning  the  order  in  which  differ- 
ent portions  of  the  premises  covered  by  the  mortgage  shall  be 
sold  under  the  foreclosure.  He  is  entitled  to  judgment  for 
foreclosure  and  sale,  without  reference  to  the  conflicting  claims 
of  owners  of  the  estate.^ 

§  2290.  Debt  Falling  Due  by  Installments.— If  the  debt 
be  not  all  due,  so  soon  as  sufficient  property  is  sold  to  pay  the 
debt  due  the  sale  shall  cease,  and  the  court  may  order  more  sold 
as  soon  as  more  of  the  debt  falls  due.'  But  if  the  property  can 
not  be  sold  in  portions  without  injury  to  the  parties,  the  whole 
mAy  be  ordered  to  be  sold  in  the  first  instance,  and  the  entire 
debt  and  costs  paid,  with  a  proper  rebatement  of  interest.* 
When  a  debt  secured  is  payable  in  installments,  the  mortgagee 
or  his  assignee  has  a  right  to  bring  an  action  to  foreclose  the 
inortgage,  when  the  first  installment  falls  due  and  is  not  poid.^^ 

1  Merritt  v.  Judd,  14  Cal.  59.  »  EUia  v.  Polhcmus,  27  Cal.  350. 

'Drummond  v.  Kichards,  2  Munf.  *Id. 

337;  4  Kent's  Com.  136;  Nash's  Ohio  ^  Smart  v.  Bcmcnt,  3  Keyes,  241. 

VI.  &  Pr.  347.  ®  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  728. 

»  (iray  v.  Palmer,  9  Cal.  616,  »  Id. 

*  Fallon  V.  Butler,  21  Cal.  24.  "  Grattaji  v.  Wiggins,  23  Cal.  16. 
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This  is  also  the  practice  in  Ohio.*  A  mortgage  given  to  secure 
a  debt  payable  by  installments  may  be  foreclosed  on  failure  to 
pay  the  first  installment  when  due.  The  bill  in  such  case  may 
set  out  the  amounts  not  yet  due,  and  if  they  become  due  and 
are  not  paid  before  the  final  hearing,  they  may  be  included  in 
the  decree." 

§  2291.  Defeasanoe. — The  difference  bet\Ceen  an  absolute  ^ 
deed  and  a  mortgage  consists  in  the  defeasance,  which  is  au; 
essential  part  of  the  latter.  Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  a 
parol  defeasance  in  equity,  it  is  clear  that  it  can  not  at  law 
operate  as  a  defeasance  of  a  deed  of  conveyance.'  In  a  bill  in 
equity  that  avers  a  deed  to  have  been  a  mortgage,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  add  that  it  became  so  by  a  defeasance,  in  order  to 
let  in  proof  of  a  defeasance.*  Where  A.  gave  to  B.  a  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale  absolute  on  its  face,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  B.  executed  .and  delivered  to  A.  an  instrument  in 
writing,  in  which  he  stated  that  the  land  had  been  deeded  to 
him  as  security  for  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note,  and  the 
instrument  recited  that  moneys  received  from  the  sales  of  the 
land  should  be  credited  on  said  note,  and  that  when  the  note 
was  fully  paid  by  the  proceeds  from  the  sales  of  the  land,  or 
otherwise,  that  B.  should  redeed  to  A.  all  the  lands  first  deeded 
to  him,  excepting  such  as  may  be  sold,  such  a  transaction  is  not 
intended  as  a  mortgage  merely.  The  instrument  relied  on  as  a 
defeasance  amounts  to  a  declaration  of  trust,  and  shows  the  in- 
tention to  vest  the  title  in  B.  to  enable  him  to  sell  and  convey 
the  lands.^  To  convert  a  deed,  absolute  in  form,  into  a  mort- 
gage, the  evidence  ought  to  be  so  clear  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that 
the  real  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  execute  a  mortgage; 
otherwise  the  intention  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  deed  will 
prevail.®  The  test  is,  whether,  notwithstanding  the  conveyance, 
there  is  a  subsisting  continuing  debt  from  the  grantor  to  the 
grantee.^  If  it  is  given  as  a  security  for  an  indebtedness,  a 
court  of  equity  will  declare  it  to  be  a  mortgage,  and  allow  the 
grantor  to  redeem,  both  as  against  the  original  grantee  and 
parties  who  purchase  from  him  with  knowledge." 

§  2292.    Demand  and  Notice. — Against  a  subsequent  pur- 

*  King  V.  Longworth,  7  Ohio,  585;  GreeD,  22  Pick.  526;  1  Waahb.  Real 

LansiDg  v.  Capron,  1  Jolins.  Ch.  617;  Prop.  480;  see  Civil  Code,  sec.  292.^. 
Lyman  v.  Sale,  2  Id.  487.  *  Bcntly  v.  Phelps,  2  Woodb.  &  M. 

'  Magruder  v.  Eggleston,  41  Miss.  426. 
284.  ^  Vance  v.  Lincoln,  38  Cal.  586. 

»  Flagg    V.   Mann,    14    Pick,   4C7;        ^  Henley  v.  Ilotaling,  41  Cal.  22. 
Scitnatc  v.  Hanover,  IG  Id.  222;  Flint        '  Farmer  v,  Grose,  42  Cal.  1G9. 
V.  Sheldon,   13  Mass.  443;  Eaton  v.        *  Kuhn  v.  Rumpp,  40  Cal.  299. 


128  FORMS   OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2298. 

chaser  the  complaint  should  allege  that  the  mortgage  was  re- 
corded, or  that  defendant  had  notice  when  he  purchased/  But 
no  demand  is  necessary  where  a  mortgage  is  payable  generally.' 
The  Enghsh  practice  seems  to  be  different.'  Nor  is  guarantor 
or  surety  entitled  to  notice  before  commencing  suit/ 

§  2293.  Description  of  Land.— Section  58  of  the  Califor- 
nia Practice  Act^  relating  to  the  description  of  land,  does  not 
apply  to  actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages/  In  Indiana, 
the  mortgage,  etc.,  must  be  made  part  of  the  complaint.^  But 
in  California  it  is  sufficient  that  the  complaint  refer  to  a  copy 
of  the  mortgage  annexed  for  a  description  of  the  land." 

§  2294.  Equity  Practice. — Under  the  former  procedure,  if 
proceedings  had  been  had,  the  complaint  should  show  that  the 
remedy  at  law  had  been  exhausted,  and  with  what  effect,*  but 
proceedings  at  law  were  not  necessarily  a  bar  to  the  foreclosure.*" 
But  the  practice  is  different  now;  if  there  have  been  any  pro- 
ceedings, they  are  to  be  set  up  defense.^* 

§  2295.  Enforcement  of  Mortgage  against  a  Part  Only 
of  the  liands  mortgages  is  a  waiver  of  the  mortgage  lien  as  to 
the  remainder;  but  such  waiver  will  not  prevent  the  docketing 
of  a  judgment  for  any  unsatisfied  balance  of  the  decree." 

§  2296.  Essential  Averment. — The  complaint  should  state 
that  the  debt  was  due  at  the  time  the  action  was  com- 
menced." 

§  2297.  Estate  of  Deceased  Partner. — An  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  made  by  a  deceased  partner  on  his  separate 
estate,  may  be  maintained  without  showing  in  the  complaint 
that  the  firm  is  insolvent,  or  that  the  mortgagee  has  pursued  his 
remedy  upon  the  debt  against  his  surviving  partner.'^  In  such 
case,  if  the  surviving  partner  be  executor  of  deceased,  and  also 
claims  an  interest  in  the  mortgaged  property  as  devisee,  he  may 
be,  as  an  individual,  made  co-defendant  with  himself  as  execu- 
tot." 

'  Peru  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  18       '°  Williamson  v.  Cbamplin,  8  Paige, 

Ind.  11.  70;  Siiydam  v.  Bartle,  9  Id.  294. 

2  Gillett  V.  Balcom,  6  Barb.  370;       "  Newton  v.  Kcwton,  12  Ind.  527. 
Jlarris  v.  Mulock,  9  How.  Pr.  402.  ^^  California    Code    of    Civil    Pro- 

'  Whitw.  Eq.  Prec.  395,  note  7.  cedure,  bcc.  726;  Mascarel  v.  Hafibur, 

*Rushmore  v.  jNliller,  4  Edw.  Ch.  61  Cal.  242. 
84;  Civil  Code,  sec.  2S07.  "  Hare  v.  Van  Deusen.  32  Barb.  92; 

*Codc  Civ.  ProC.,  sec.  456.  Smith  v.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271;  Mc- 

CEincric  V.  Tarns,  C  Cal.  155.  CuUouLrh  v.  Colby,  4  Bos.  003;  Wat- 

^  Hiatt  V.  Ooblt,  18  Ind.  494.  sou  v.  Tiiibou,  17  Abb.  Pr.  184. 

^  Emeric  v.  Tama,  6  ('al.  155.  **  Savings  &  Iioan  Soc.  v.  Gibb,  21 

•Shufelt  V.  Shufclt,  9  Paige,  137;  Cal.  595. 

Lovett  v.  German  Reformed  Church,  ^^  Id. 
12  Barb.  07. 
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§  2298.  Executors  as  Parties  Defendant. — An  action 
may  be  maintained  against  an  executor  or  administrator  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  upon  real  estate,  executed  by  bis  testator 
or  intestate,  altbougb  tbe  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage  has 
been  presented  and  allowed,^  without  joining  the  heirs  of  the 
mortagor  as  defendants.' 

§  2299.  Infant  Defendants. — If  there  are  infant  defendants, 
the  complaint  must  state  what  their  interest  is,  and  whether  it 
is  paramount  or  subordinate  to  the  interest  mortgaged.' 

§  2300.  Iigiinction.--^The  court  may,  on  good  cause  shown, 
restrain  the  party  in  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises  from 
committing  injury  to  the  same  during  foreclosure.^  The  rem- 
edy in  such  case  is  only  preventive,  and  not  exclusive  of  any 
other  remedy.* 

§  2301.  Interest,  Averment  of. — In  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage,  an  allegation  that  a  party  who  is  made  a  co-defend- 
ant with  the  mortgagor  has  or  claims  to  have  some  interest  in 
or  claim  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  is  sufficient,  without 
averring  the  character  of  the  interest.'  A  general  allegation  in 
the  complaint  that  such  parties  have  or  claim  to  have  some  in- 
terest in  the  property  is  all  that  is  required.^ 

§  2302.  Lien  of  Bondholder.— The  lien  of  a  bondholder 
who  has  lent  money  to  a  state,  on  the  pledge  of  certain  prop-: 
erty  by  its  legislature,  can  not  be  divested  or  postponed  by  a 
subsequent  act  of  such  legislature."  Such  bondholder  is  pro- 
tected by  the  clause  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States 
which  forbids  a  state  to  pass  a  law  impairing  the  obligation  of 
contracts.*  The  bondholder  does  not  lose  the  lien  of  his  first 
bonds  by  surrendering  or  .exchanging  others  of  later  date  and 
of  inferior  security  for  canal  stock  or  other  state  pledges.^^  A 
suit  could  be  maintained  upon  the  coupons,  without  produc- 
tion of  the  bonds  to  which  they  had  been  attached.^^  A  coupon 
payable  to  bearer,  cut  from  a  bond  and  owned  by  one  party, 
while  another  party  owns  the  bond,  is  still  a  lien  under  a  mort- 
gage given  to  secure  the  bond,  and  entitles  the  holder  to  share 
pro  rata  in  the  proceeds  of  said  mortgage  on  foreclosure." 

1  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  Cal.  24.  ^Trnsteea    of  Wabash    and    Erie 

'  Bayley  v.  Muehe,  3  West  Coast  Canal  Co.  v.  Beers,  2  Black.  448. 

Rep.  195,  364.  »  Id. 

» Aldrich  V.  Lapham,  6  How.  Pr.  "  Id. 

129.  ^^  Commissioners  of  Knox  County 

*Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  745.  v.  Aspinwall,  21  How.  U.  S.  539. 

6  Sands  v.  Pfeiffer,  10  Cal.  258.  "  Miller  v.    Rutland  &  W.  R.  R. 

«  Anthony  v.  Nye,  30  Cal.  401.  Co.,  40  Vt.  399;  Arents  v.  Common- 

'  Poett  V.  Steams,  28  Cal.  228.  wealth,  18  Gratt.  750. 
Bbixk,  Tol.  Ur-9 
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§  2303. 


§  2303.  Material  Rights. — The  action  for  a  foreclosure  of 
a  mortgage  upon  real  properiiy  is  not  brought  for  the  possession 
merely  of  the  property,  except  as  such  possession  may  follow 
the  sheriff's  deed,  but  to  subject  to  sale  the  title  which  the 
mortgagor  had  at  the  time  of  executing  the  mortgage,  and  to 
cut  off  the  rights  of  parties  subsequently  becoming  interested 
in  the  premises,  and  executors  and  administrators  do  not  pos- 
sess the  title,  but  only  a  temporary  right  to  the  possession.^ 

§  2304.  Mortgage  is  a  Contract  by  ^which  Specifio 
Property  is  hypothecated  for  the  performance  of  an  act,  with- 
out the  necessity  of  a  change  of  possession.^  It  may  be  cre- 
ated upon  property  held  adversely  to  the  mortgagor.'  A 
mortgage  can  be  created,  renewed,  or  extended,  only  by  writ- 
ing executed  with  the  formalities  required  in  the  case  of  a  gmnt 
of  real  property.*  It  is  a  lien  upon  everything  w^ich  would 
pass  by  a  grant  of  the  property.*  It  is  not  a  x:)er8onal  obliga- 
tion;^ and  the  assignment  of  a  debt  secured  by  a  mortgage 
carries  with  it  the  security.^ 

§  23C3.  Mortgage  a  Mere  Security.  —  A  mortgage  is  a 
mere  security  for  the  payment  of  money  or  the  performance 
of  some  other  act,  the  interest  passing  to  the  mortgagee  being 
regarded  as  a  lien  upon  the  real  estate.  It  passes  no  interest 
or  estate  in  the  land  except  the  lien,  and  the  lien  is  an  incident 
to  the  debt  or  the  obligation  which  is  thereby  secured.'  The 
definition  of  a  mortgage  as  known  at  common  law,  an  estate 
defeasible  by  the  performance  of  a  condition  subsequent,  does 
not  correctly  describe'  that  instrument  as  it  is  interpreted  iu 
California  aud  most  of  the  other  states.*  This  doctrine  is  sus- 
taiued  by  a  decided  preponderance*  of  authority; '°  and  is  es- 
tablished in  this  state  by  statute. ^^  That  a  deed  absolute  on  its 
face  may  be  proved  to  have  been  intended  only  as  a  mortgage 
is  settled  in  this  state;  *^  but  an  absolute  deed,  although  shown 
by  parol  evidence  to  have  been  intended  as  a  mortgage,  conveys 
the  legal  title." 

§  2306.  Parties  to  Foreclosure  Suit. — All  persons  inter- 
ested in  the  mortgaged  premises  should  be  made  parties,  other- 
wise they  will  be  entitled  to  redeem,  even  though  the  sale  was 


»  Burton  v.  Lies,  21  Cal.  87. 

"  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  aec.  2920. 

»  Id.,  sec.  2921. 

*I<1.,  sec.  2922. 

*  Id.,  8CC.  2926. 

«Id.,  sec.  2928. 

7  Id.,  sec.  293a. 


8  McMillan  v.  Richards,  9  Cal.  409. 

•  Jackson  v.  Lodge,  30  Cal.  28. 
"Coles    V.    Coles,   15   Johns.    319; 
Lane  v.  Shears,  1  Wend.  433. 
"  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  744. 
"  Vance  v.  Lincohi,  38  Cal.  586. 
-»*  Hughes  V.  Davis,  40  CaL  117. 
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made  on  the  oldest  lien.*  So,  an  assignee  is  entitled  to  foreclose, 
but  the  mortgagee  is  still  a  proper  party;  but  if  the  assignment 
Las  been  absolute,  conveying  the  entire  interest  in  the  mortgage, 
he  is  no  longer  a  necessary  party.*  "Where  the  mortgagor  has 
bj'  deed  conveyed  his  equity  to  another,  ho  need  not  be  a  party.' 
A  subsequent  purchaser  of  land  mortgaged  is  a  proper,  if  not  a 
necessary,  jiarty  to  a  foreclosure  suit;  and  if  the  complaint  be 
faulty  in  praying  to  hold  him  as  trustee  on  account  of  fraud  in 
the  purchase,  such  defect  can  not  be  reached  by  demurrer.* 

§  2307.  Parties  Supplemental. — If  the  real  holders  of  the 
title  are  not  parties  to  the  decree  of  foreclosure,  a  court  of 
equity  will  allow  them  to  be  made  such  by  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint, provided  application  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time.^ 
It  is  only  such  as  have  an  interest  in  and  under  the  mortgagor 
that  are  neccssar}*^  parties.  The  suit  is  to  extinguish  his  title.^ 
The  action  may  be  maintained  by  one  who  is  surety  for  the 
mortgage  debt  to  compel  paj^ment  or  foreclosure.^ 

§  2308.  Parol  Evidence  to  Vary  a  Deed. — Parol  evidence 
is  admissible  at  law,  as  well  as  in  equity,  to  show  that  a  deed, 
absolute  on  its  face,  was  given  as  a  security  for  money,  and  is 
in  fact  a  mortgage." 

§  2309.  Po^wer  of  Sale  in  Mortgage. — Where  a  mortgage 
contains  a  power  of  sale,  the  mortgagee  has  his  election  to  fore- 
close in  chancery  or  to  sell  under  the  power.'  Or  the  mortga- 
gee, with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  may  be  authorized  to 
sell  the  x^remises  to  pay  the  debt.*°  The  legal  title  passes  by 
the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  but  where  the  mortgagee 
becomes  the  purchaser  indirectly  by  having  the  premises  bid  off 
for  him,  the  sale  is  voidable  on  ajDplication  in  equity  by  the 
mortgagor."  A  deed  of  trust,  the  trustee  not  being  tbe  cred- 
itor, but  a  third  party,  given  to  secure  a  note,  and  authorizing 
the  trustee  to  sell  the  land  at  public  auction,  and  execute  to 
the  purchaser  a  deed  of  the  same,  upon  default  of  paying  the 
note  or  interest  as  it  falls  due,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  satisfy 
the  trust  generally,  and  to  render  the  surplus  to  the  grantor, 
etc.,  is  not  a  mortgage  requiring  judicial  sale." 

« Nash's  PL  and  Pr.  346.  Ck)rnell  v.  Prescott,  2  Barb.  10;  Van- 

'  Newman  v.  Chapman,  2  Rand.  92;  derkemp  v.  Slieltou,  11  Paige,  28. 

McGuffcy  V.  Finlcy,  20  Ohio,  474.  s  Jackson    v.    Lcxl'^^e,   3(3  Cal.  28; 

«  Hisclow  V.  Bush,  6  Paige  Ch.  343.  Vance  v.  Lincohi,  liS  Id.  .586. 

*Do  Leon  v.  Higuera,  lo  Cal.  495.  "Cormerais  v.  GencUa,  22  Cal.  116. 

^Iloyman  v.  Lowell,  23  Cal.  1C6.  ^"^  Fogarty  v.  Sawyer,  17  Cal.  589. 

«  Eagle  Fi.  Co.  v.  Lent,  G  Paige  Ch.  "  Blockley  v.  Fowkr,  21  Cal.  326. 

635.  ^^  Kijcli  V.  Brig-\s,  1 1  OiL  250;  see 

'  Marshy.  Pike,  10 Paige,  595;  Law-  also  Civil  Code,  sec.  858. 
rence  v.  Lawrence,  3  Barb.  Ch.  71: 
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§  2310.  Receiver. — The  plaintiff  lias  no  right  to  have  a  re- 
ceiver of  rents  and  profits  appointed  during  litigation.^  The  code 
of  civil  procedure  of  California  provides  that  when  it  appears  that 
the  mortgaged  property  is  in  danger  of  being  lost,  removed,  or 
materially  injured,  or  that  the  condition  of  the  mortgage  has 
not  been  performed,  and  that  the  property  is  probably  insuffi- 
cient to  discharge  the  mortgage  debt,  a  receiver  may  be  ap- 
pointed in  an  action  to  foreclose.' 

§  2311.  Reoord  and  Aoknowledgment. — ^As  against  the 
mortgagor,  the  allegation  of  record  and  acknowledgment  is  im- 
material and  unnecessary;  or  that  the  mortgagor  has  not  con- 
veyed,' except  in  case  of  a  married  woman.* 

§  2312.  Relief  in  Case  of  Default.— In  a  foreclosure  suit, 
where  judgment  is  taken  by  default,  the  decree  can  give  no 
relief  beyond  that  which  is  demanded  in  the  bill.^ 

§  2313.  Sale  under  Statute  Foreclosure. — Where  the 
agent  employed  by  the  mortgagee  to  sell  property,  sold  it  at  a 
time  contrary  to  instructions  given  him,  and  for  something  less 
than  its  value,  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  having  bought  in 
good  faith  without  knowledge  of  the  instructions,  the  courts 
should  not  set  aside  the  sale.  An  attorney  acting  in  such  trans- 
action might  be  treated  as  acting  in  his  professional  character, 
except  where  third  persons  are  thus  affected.'  A  notice  of  sale 
on  a  statutory  foreclosure  need  not  specify  that  the  mortgage 
will  be  foreclosed.^ 

§  2314.  Remedy — ^Extent  of. — The  party  on  a  bill  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  is  confined  in  his  remedy  to  the  pledge.  Such 
a  suit  is  not  intended  to  act  in  personam.  It  seems  to  be  pretty 
generally  admitted  that  the  mortgagee  may  proceed  at  law  on 
his  bond  or  covenant  at  the  same  time  that  he  is  prosecuting 
his  mortgage  in  chancery;  and  that  after  foreclosure  he  may 
sue  at  law  for  the  deficiency.^  In  California,  however,  judg- 
ment may  be  rendered  for  the  amount  found  due  upon  the 
personal  obligation  to  secure  which  the  mortgage  is  executed.* 
Parties  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  the  course  pursued  under  the 
old  chancexy  system,  and  take  a  decree  adjudging  the  amount 

>  Guy  V.  Ido,  6  CaL  99.  '  Leet  v.  McMaster,  51  Barb.  236. 

«  Sec.  664,  subd.  2.  «  Schoolo  v.  Sail,  1  Sch.  and  Lef. 

» St.  Mark's  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Harris,  176;  Aylctt  v.   Hill,   Dickens,   551; 

13  How.  Pr.  95.  Took*8  Case,  Id.  785;  Perry  v.  Barker, 

*  Perdue  v.  Aldridgc,  19  Ind.  290;  13  Ves.  jr.  198;  Daahwood  v.  Blyth- 

Culph  V.  Phillips,  17  Id.  209.  way,  1  Kq.  Cas.  Abr.  317. 

&  llaim  V.  Keynolds,  llOal.  14;  see  »  Rollins  v.    Forbes,    10  Cal.  299; 

also  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  580.  Kowland  v.  Lciby,  14  Id.  156;  £ng- 

9  I^t  v,  MpMaJster,  61  Barb.  236.  lund  v.  Lewis.  25  Id.  337. 
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due  upon  the  personal  obligation  of  the  mortgagor,  and  direct- 
ing a  sale  of  the  premises,  and  the  application  of  the  proceeds 
to  its  payment,  and  after  sale  apply  for  the  ascertainment  of 
any  deficiency  and  for  execution  for  the  same,  or  they  may  take 
a  formal  judgment  for  the  amount  due  in  the  first  instance/ 
But  the  lien  does  not  attach  until  after  a  sale,  and  deficiency 
reported,  even  though  the  judgment  is  docketed  \7hen  first 
rendered.* 

§  2315.  Right  of  Surety  by  Mortgage. — ^Where  property 
was  mortgaged  by  a  surety  to  secure  the  payment  of  notes  of 
his  principal,  and  the  mortgage  expressly  provided  that  the 
surety  should  not  be  personally  liable,  and  the  surety  took  an- 
other mortgage  from  his  principal  to  indemnify  himself,  it  was 
held  that  the  holders  of  the  notes  might  subject  the  premises 
mortgaged  by  the  surety  to  the  payment  of  the  notes,  or  might 
abandon  the  mortgage  and  subject  the  property  of  the  principal 
in  the  hands  of  the  surety  to  the  payment  of  the  notes,  or  they 
might  have  the  property  mortgaged  to  secure  the  notes  sold, 
the  proceeds  applied  to  their  satisfaction,  and  if  any  balance 
remained  unpaid,  subject  the  surplus  of  any  property  of  the 
principal  in  the  hands  of  the  surety,  that  might  remain  after 
compensating  the  surety  for  loss  or  damage  by  the  appropria- 
tion of  his  property  mortgaged;  but  they  are  not  entitled  to 
appropriate  both  the  'property  mortgaged  by  the  surety,  and 
that  conveyed  or  mortgaged  by  the  principal  to  the  surety  for 
the  indemnity  of  the  latter.' 

§  2316.  Separate  Debts  Secured  by  One  Mortgage. — 
Where  separate  debts  of  several  persons  are  secured  by  one 
mortgage,  either  creditor  may  bring  suit  to  foreclose,  but  other 
parties  interested  must  be  brought  in.^ 

§  2317.  Severance  ftozn  Realty. — The  severance  and 
removal  of  a  house  from  land  covered  by  a  mortgage  with- 
draw the  house  from  the  mortgage  lien;  and  after  the  removal 
the  mortgagor  or  his  assignee  has  a  right  to  sell  the  house,  and 
the  purchaser  may  convert  it  to  his  own  use.^ 

» Rowland  v.  Leiby,  14  Cal.  156;  Bee  also  Hill  v.  Gwin,  51  Id.  47.     In 

Rowe  V.  Table  M.  Water  Co.,  10  Id.  the  former  case  the  house   was   re- 

441;  Hobbs  v.  DuiF,  23  Id.  624.  moved  by  a  flood;  in  the  latter  case 

'Hibberd    v.   Smith,   50  Id.   511;  fixtures  were  removed  by  authority  of 

Code  C.  P.,  sec.  726.  the  mortgagee  before  foreclosure;  and 

^  Van  Orden   v.    Durham,  35  Cal.  although  the  mortgagee  became  the 

136.  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  the  mort- 

*  Tylorv.  Yreka  Water  Co.,  14  Cal.  gagor  could  recover  the  value  of  the 

212.  lixturcs  so  removed. 

^Buckout  V.   Swift,  27  Cal.  434; 
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§  2318.  statute  of  Limitations,  California.— In  Cali- 
fornia, an  action  upon  any  contract,  obligation,  or  liability 
founded  upon  an  instrument  in  writing  executed  in  that  state, 
is  barred  in  four  years;  if  executed  out  of  the  state,  in  two 
years.*  Wbere  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  secured  by  a 
mortgage  of  the  same  date  upon  real  property,  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  the  mortgagee  has  no  remedy  upon  the 
mortgage;  and  although  he  may  pursue  distinct  remedies  upon 
the  note  and  mortgage,  the  limitation  j)rescribed  is  the  same  in 
both  cases.'  The  mortgage  is  as  much  within  the  general 
designation  of  a  contract,  obligation,  or  liability  founded  upon 
an  instrument  in  writing,  as  is  the  note  itself.'  The  statute 
may  be  pleaded  by  one  who  holds  a  mortgage  upon  the  same 
land,  executed  after  the  note  secured  by  the  first  mortgage 
became  barred;*  or  by  the  grantee  of  the  mortgagor.^  In  other 
states  a  different  rule  i)revails  by  force  of  different  statutes  of 
limitation,  though  resting  upon  the  same  principle,  viz.,  that 
the  note  and  mortgage  are  affected  by  the  statute  independently 
of  each  other,  and  hence  where  a  longer  period  is  prescribed 
for  a  mortgage  than  for  the  note  secured,  the  remedy  upon  the 
mortgage  will  continue  notwithstanding  the  note  may  be 
barred;  and  where  the  limitation  is  the  same,  the  bar,  though 
Separate,  will  occur  at  the  same  time.^  Thus,  in  Georgia,  a 
promissory  note  is  barred  in  six  years,  and  a  mortgage  in 
twenty;  but  the  note  being  barred  will  not  prevent  an  action  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage.' 

§  2319.  Statute  of  Tiimltation — Rene-wal. — In  Lent  v. 
Morrill,  25  Cal.  492,  it  was  held  that  a  renewal  of  a  note, 
secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  lands,  so  as  to  extend  the  time 
within  which  it  would  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
carries  with  it  an  extension  of  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  to  the 
time  when  the  note  will  expire  by  the  terms  of  the  renewal,  if 
at  the  time  the  note  is  renewed  the  maker  of  the  note,  being 
also  the  mortgagor,  is  still  the  owner  of  the  lands  mortgaged. 
The  correctness  of  this  ruling  might  be  open  to  question  upon 
principle,  upon  the  theory  adopted  in  the  cases  cited  in  the 
preceding  section,  namely,  that  the  statute  operates  upon  these 
obligations  separately;  that  they  give  distinct  remedies  to  the 

4 

1  Code  C.  P.,  Bccs.  337,  330.  «  See  Sichel  v.  Carrillo,  42  CaL  493, 

'  Lord  V.  Morris,  18  Cal.  482.  and  cases  there  cited. 
^  Id.;  see  also  Low  v,  Allen,  2G  Id.         '  Klluus  v.  Kduards,  8  Ga.  326;  see 

142;  .Siclicl  v.  Carrillo,  42  Id.  ^J03.  also  Tliayer  v.   :Mann,  19  Pick.  53o; 

*  Id.  Joy  V.  Adams,  26  Me.  333. 
^  McCarthy  v.  White,  21  Cal.  495. 


§  2321.       FORECLOSURE  OF  MORTGAGES  AND  LIENS.  135 

creditor,  wbicli  may  be  separately  enforced;  that  the  one  is  a 
personal  obligation,  while  the  other  creates  no  personal  obliga- 
tion, but  a  lien  on  specific  property;  that  a  debtor  may  be 
willing  to  renew  his  personal  obligation,  and  not  willing  to 
renew  a  lien  on  his  property;  and  that  a  willingness  to  do  the 
latter  can  pot  be  inferred  from  the  former,  any  more  than  the 
making  of  the  note  originally,  per  se,  created  a  mortgage.  It 
is  true  that  the  mortgage  is  an  incident  to  the  debt,  but  it  is 
not  a  necessary  incident,  and,  though  frequent,  it  is  not  even  a 
usual  one.  It  is  created  by  a  separate  act,  with  certain  formal- 
ities which  are  not  required  in  making  a  promissory  note.  The 
civil  code,  however,  seems  to  have  settled  the  question.  It 
provides:  **A  mortgage  can  be  created,  renewed,  or  extended, 
only  by  writing,  executed  with  the  formalities  required  in  the 
case  of  a  grant  of  real  property.' 

§  2320.  Statute  of  liimitations— Estates.— The  statute 
requiring  claims  against  an  estate  to  be  presented  to  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  for  allowance  within  a  specified  time,  is 
practically  a  statute  of  limitations.  A  mortgage  upon  the  lands 
of  decedent  is  a  claim  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute,  and 
must  be  presented  for  allowance.^  This  is  certainly  true  when 
there  is  no  note  or  other  obligation  aside  from  the  mortgage. 
It  seems  that  the  presentation  of  a  note  secured  by  mortgage  is 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  mortgage.'  Where  a  note,  executed  by 
one  person,  is  secured  by  a  mortgage  executed  by  another,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  present  the  note  for  allowance  to  the  executor 
or  administrator  of  the  maker  of  the  note,  but  the  mortgage 
may  be  enforced  notwithstanding  the  claim  against  the  estate 
is  barred.*  So  it  is  not  necessary  to  present  the  note,  though 
the  mortgage  was  given  by  the  decedent,  if  he  afterwards  con- 
veyed Che  lands  to  another.^ 

§  2321.  Stipulations  in  Mortgage. — In  foreclosing  a  mort- 
gage containing  a  stipulation  that  the  mortgagee  should  be 
entitled  to  all  costs,  including  counsel  fees,  not  exceeding  five 
per  cent  of  the  amount  due,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the 
complaint  that  five  per  cent  was  reasonable  counsel  fees,  as  the 
counsel  fees  thus  stipulated  to  be  paid  were  not  the  cause  of 
action,  but,  like  costs,  a  mere  incident  to  it,  and  might  be  fixed 
by  the  court,  at  its  discretion,  not  exceeding  the  five  per  cent,' 

»  Sec.  2922.  *  Sichel  v.  Carrillo,  42  Cal.  493. 

"Ellis  V.   Polhemus,   27  Cal.  350;        ^ Christy  v.  Dana,  42  Cal.  174. 
Pittev.  Shipley,  461(1.  ICO.  «Carriero  v.  Miiiturn,  5  Cal.  435j 

'  Fallon  v.  Cutler,  21  Cal.  32.  Grontier  v.  Minturn,  Id.  492. 
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§  2822.  Subsequent  Inoumbranoers  and  Liens.— If  there 
are  incumbrancers  Tvhich  the  plaintiff  insists  are  subsequent  to 
his  mortgage,  but  "who  claim  to  have  a  prior  equity,  e.  g. ,  where 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  have  become  mortgagee  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  a  prior  claim,  the  facts  must  be  specially 
stated.^  It  seems  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  claim  for  pay- 
ment of  subsequent  liens.'  Where  the  sheriff  was  proceeding 
to  sell  under  a  judgment  in  a  case  of  foreclosure,  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  subsequent  mortgagee,  tendered  to  him  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment  and  costs,  which  was  refused,  and 
where  plaintiff  paid  into  court  the  amount  tendered,  but  not 
enough  to  cover  the  interest  accrued  bubsequent  to  the  tender, 
and  plaintiff  asked  to  be  subrogated  to  his  right  as  a  subsequent 
mortgagee,  it  was  held  that  all  the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  could  have  been  speedily  and  summarily  had  in  the 
action  of.  foreclosure  on  motion,  and  a  subsequent  equitable 
action  will  not  lie.' 

§  2323.  Substituted  Parties.— Where  the  plaintiff,  being 
the  owner  of  an  undivided  half  of  a  tract  of  land,  mortgaged 
his  interest  therein  to  A.,  and  subsequently,  with  his  co- 
tenant,  Conveyed  the  land  to  B.  and  C,  two  thirds  to  one  and 
one  third  to  the  other,  by  two  separate  deeds,  in  each  of  which 
is  set  forth  the  agreement  of  the  grantees  to  assume  the  pay- 
jnent  of  the  mortgage;  and  after  the  mortgage  fell  due,  the 
plaintiff  filed  his  bill  against  B.  and  C.  to  compel  a  foreclosure 
and  payment,  it  was  held,  that  the  case  was  one  of  chancery 
jurisdiction,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  plaintiff  first  to 
pay  off  the  mortgage  before  bringing  his  action.*  A  mere 
stranger  who  voluntarily  pays  money  due  on  a  mortgage,  and 
fails  to  take  an  assignment  thereof,  but  allows  it  to  be  canceled 
and  discharged,  can  not  afterwards  come  into  equity  and  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake  of  fact  have  the  mortgage 
reinstated  and  himself  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  mort- 
gagee.* 

§  2324.  Surplus  Averment. — If  the  complaint  in  a  fore- 
closure suit  avers  that  the  mortgage  was  executed  by  the  de- 
fendant (thereby  making  it  by  averment  a  legal  mortgage),  and 
also  sets  out  a  copy  of  the  same,  and  it  appears  on  its  face  not 

1  Potter  V.  Crandall,   Clarke    Ch.  Barb.  Ch.  490;  Tower  v.  White,   10 

119;    Bank  of  Orleans  v.   Flagg,   3  Paige,  395. 

Barb.  Ch.  316.  sKctchum  v.  Crippin,  37  Cal.  223. 

•-*  Field  V.  Hawkhurst,  9  How.  Pr.  *  Abell  v.  Coons,  7  Cal.  105. 

75.     See  as  to  former  practice  in  this  *Guy  v.  Du  Uprey,  16  Cal.  190. 
regard,   Wheeler  v.  Van    Kurcu,  1 
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to  be  a  legal  as  distinguished  from  an  equitable  mortgage,  the 
averment  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage/ 

§  2325.    Tax  Title. — In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  tax  title  it 
is  unnecessary  to  allege  in  the  petition  the  due  and  regular  per-' 
formance  of  the  acts  necessary  to  make  the  tax  deed  valid  when 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  such  deed  by  the  proper  officer  is 
averred,  and  a  copy  of  it  is  annexed.' 

§  2326.  Tender. — Where  upon  default  in  the  payment  of 
interest  upon  a  mortgage  which  provides  that  on  such  default 
the  principal  shall,  at  the  mortgagee's  option,  become  payable, 
the  mortgagee  has  made  his  election  by  bringing  an  action 
claiming  to  foreclose  for  the  whole  amount,  the  defendant  has 
a  right,  although  after  suit  brought,  to  tender  the  whole  amount, 
with  costs,  and  the  tender,  if  refused,  extinguishes  the  lien  of 
the  mortgage.' 

§  2327.  That  Defendants  Claim  Some  Interest.— The 
above  allegation  is  sufficient  against  defendants  who  claim  sul>t 
sequent  to  the  plaintiff's  mortgage.  It  is  only  important  in  a 
contest  as  to  the  surplus.*  Biit  a  decree  against  such  defend- 
ants does  not  bar  rights  which  are  paramount  to  the  title  of  both 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee.^ 

§  2328.  Two  Mortgages  on  the  Same  Property. — ^Where 
plaintiff  holds  two  mortgages  on  the  same  property,  and  the 
property  is  indivisible,  he  may  foreclose  when  the  first  becomes 
due.* 

§  2329.  Waiver  of  Right  to  Foreclose. — ^A.  commenced 
an  action  against  B.  on  a  money  demand,  and  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  given  to  secure  his  debt.  On  motion  of  A. 's  attorney, 
the  prayer  for  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty was  stricken  out,  and  a  money  judgment  taken;  it  was  held 
that  this  was  an  abandonment  and  waiver  of  A.'s  right  to  a 
foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property.^ 

§  2330.  When  Action  lies. — Where  a  judgment  is  ren- 
dered against  A.  and  bis  sureties,  and  A.  and  a  portion  of  his 
sureties,  in  order  to  secure  the  payment  of  said  judgment, 
mortgage  their  property,  subsequent  to  which  an  execution 
under  the  judgment  is  levied  upon  sufficient  property  of  B.,  a 
surety  not  joining  in  the  mortgage,  to  satisfy  the  judgment, 

1  Love  V.  S.  N.  L.  W.  &  M.  Co.,  32  *  Lewis  v.  Smith,  9  N.  Y.  602;  Drury 

Cal.  639.     As  to  variance  between  v.  Clark,  16  How.  Pr.  424. 

pleadings  and  the  mortgage,  see  Sears  ^  Lewis  v.  Smith,  9  N.  Y.  502;   11 

V.  Banium,  darkens  Ch.  139.  Barb.  lo2. 

'Byington  V.  Robertson,  17 Iowa, 562.  «  Hawkins  v.  Hill,  15  Cal.  499. 

»  Hartley  v.    Tathani,  1  llob.  246;  '  Ladd  v.  Buggies,  23  Cal.  232. 
S.  C,  1  Kcyes,  222. 
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and  afterwards  is  voluntarily  released,  it  was  held  tbat  no  ac- 
tion can  be  maintained  on  the  mortgage;  for  the  levy  satisfy- 
ing the  judgment,  the  mortgage,  as  an  incident  thereto,  must 
also  be  thereby  satisfied/ 

§  2331.  Who  may  Maintain  Action. — The  creditor  of 
the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  whose  claim  is  secured  by  mort- 
gage, may,  after  presentation  of  his  claim,  proceed  at  once  to 
foreclose  tbe  mortgage,  whether  it  be  allowed  or  rejected.' 
But  the  claim  must  first  be  presented  to  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, and  the  probate  judge.' 

§  2332.    The  Same— Another  Form. 

Form  JVb.  5o8, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  note,  conditioned  to  pay  him 

dollars,  in years,  with  interest  at  [t%velve]  per  cent 

per  annum,  payable  [half  yearly]. 

II.  That  for  securing  the  payment  of  the  said  note,  the  said 

executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  mortgage  of  the  same  date, 

upon  certain  real  property  in  the  county  of ,  described 

as  follows  [give  a  description  of  the  property  a^  it  should  bo 
described  in  the  sheriff's  deed]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  said  mort- 
gage was  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  county  recorder  of  the 
county  of ,  in  book ,  of  mortgages,  page  .... 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  said 

conveyed  the  same  real  property,  subject  to  the  said  mortgage, 
to  the  defendant,  E.  F.,  who  thereupon  covenanted  with  the 
said  A.  B.,  under  hi^  hand  and  seal,  that  the  said  note  and 
mortgage  should  be  paid  at  maturity. 

y.  That  no  part  of  the  principal  or  interest  of  the  said  note 
and  mortgage  has  been  paid. 

Yl.  That  the  defendant  G.  H.  has  or  claims  some  interest  iu 
or  lien  upon  the  said  real  property;  but  the  same,  whatever  it 
may  be,  is  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  said  mortgage. 

Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  each  of  the  defendants,  and  all  persons  claiming  un- 
der any  of  them,  subsequently  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  be  foreclosed  of  all  equity  of  redemption  or  other  in- 
terest iu  the  said  real  property. 

1  People  V.  Chisholm,  8  Cal.  29;  42        *  Willis  v.  Farley^  24  Cal.  490. 
Ind.  310.  » Id. 
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2.  That  the  same  mny  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to 
the  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  tlie  said  note  and  mortgage, 
■with  interest. 

3.  That  if  there  be  any  deficiency,  the  defendants  A.  B.  and 
E.  F.  pay  the  same.* 

§  2333.  Essential  Averments.— In  an  action  upon  the 
promise  to  pay  money,  if  the  complaint  contains  no  averment  of 
consideration  or  of  indebtedness,  except  by  way  of  recital,  it  is 
insufficient.^  And  an  action  will  not  lie* on  the  mere  recital  in  a 
mortgage  of  the  existence  of  the  debt;'  though  it  has  been 
held  that  the  indebtedness  for  which  the  mortgage  was  given 
need  not  be  set  forth.*  The  averment  in  the  complaint  that  the 
plaiutifT  is  the  owner  of  the  note  and  mortgage  is  sufficient, 
without  stating  that  he  is  holder.*^  A  comi)laint  in  an  action 
commenced  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  on  a  note  and  mort- 
gage executed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  during  the  life  of  the 
husband,  docs  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  unless  it  aver  that 
the  husband  in  his  life-time  failed  to  pay  the  note.^ 

§  2334.  Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action.— It  is  not  an  im- 
proper joinder  of  two  causes  of  action  to  sue  the  indorser  of  a 
promissory  note  on  his  liability  as  such,  and  to  ask  a  decree 
against  the  mortgagor,  foreclosing  a  mortgage,  given  to  secure 
the  same  note  by  another  party. ^  Claim  against  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  and  persons  having  liens  may  be  united.^  Mortgage 
and  debt  may  bo  united.  "Where  a  suit  was  brought  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  executed  by  husband  and  wife  to  secure  a 
note  made  by  the  husband  alone,  and  the  complaint  prayed  for 
judgment  against  the  husband  for  the  amount  of  the  note  and 
iutorest,  and  a  decree  against  both  defendants  for  the  sale  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  misjoin- 
der of  actions,  and  the  complaint  was  not  demurrable  on  that 
ground.' 

§  2335.  Parties. — The  cause  of  action  against  the  mortgagor 
on  the  mortgage,  in  such  case,  might  be  prosecuted  to  judg- 
ment, without  making  the  maker  of  the  notes  a  party."  Where 
certain  parties  executed  notes  and  a  mortgage  to  secure  their 
payment  to  certain  individuals  of  their  number,  suit  may  be 
brought  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  notwithstanding 

'  Tlii3  form  is  from  Swanks  PI.  414.  ^  Eastman  v.  Tiirman,  24  Cal.  382; 

'  Shafer  v.  Bear  River  and  Auburn  but  see  Sanda  v.  Wood,  1  Clarke  (la.), 

W.  and  M.  Co.,  4  Cal.  294.  263. 

J  Id.  *  FarwcU  v.  Jackson,  28  Cal.  105. 

*  Day  V.  Perkins,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  359.  "Rollins  v.  Forbes,  10  Cal.  299. 

»  Rollins  V.  Forbes,  10  Cal.  299.  >«  Sichel  v.  Carrillo,  42  Cal.  493. 
e  Brown  v.  Orr,  29  Cal.  120. 
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the  plaintiffs  in  the^suit  are  both  payors  and  payees,  mortgagors 
and  mortgagees.^  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  go  into  equity 
and  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  note  depends  upon 
the  fact  "whether  he  was  really  interested  in  the  subject-matter.' 
A  note  was  executed  to  O.,  as  the  agent  of  M.,  and  the  mort- 
gage to  secure  the  note  was  made  to  M.  O.,  under  a  contract 
with  M.,  was  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  note;  it  was  held  that 
O.,  having  a  right  to  the  note,  had  a  right  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage.'  It  seems  that  on  foreclosure  of  a  subsequent  mort- 
gage, a  prior  mortgage  can  not  be  adjudged  to  be  discharged 
without  consent  of  the  prior  mortgagee.* 

§  2336.  Several  Notes. — Where  several  notes  have  been 
given  which  are  secured  by  one  mortgage,  and  the  notes  are 
assigned  to  different  persons,  the  assignor  has  a  right,  by  agree- 
ment with  the  assignees,  to  fix  the  rights  of  the  purchasers  of 
the  several  notes  to  the  mortgage  security.^  Where,  in  such  a 
case,  the  assignee  of  a  note,  having  the  first  right  to  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgaged  security,  forecloses  when  the  debt  falls  due, 
and  obtains  a  decree  under  which  all  the  mortgaged  property  is 
sold,  such  foreclosure  and  sale  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of 
the  mortgage.*  The  holders  of  the  other  notes  secured  by  the 
mortgage  have  a  right  to  redeem  from  the  sale  made  lyider  such 
foreclosure;  but  when  not  made  parties  to  the  action,  mufst 
assert  this  right  to  redeem  within  four  years,  or  it  is  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations.^ 

§  2337.  Assignee  of  Mortgagee  Guaranteeing  Payment, 
against  Mortgagor,  Grantee  Assuming  Pajrnient,  and  Jun- 
ior Inoumbrancers. 

Form  No,  569. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  n.  [As  in  form  No.  55,  substituting  mortgagee's  name 
for  the  words  **  the  plaintiff."] 

III.  That  on  the day  of »  IS. . ,  the  defendant 

[mortgagee],  by  an  instrument  in  writing  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  assigned  said  note  and  mortgage  to  plaintiff,  which  assign- 
ment contained  a  covenant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  co^^y 
[set  it  forth]. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  defendants,  A. 

B.  and  C.  D.,  entered  into  an  indenture  under  their  hands  and 

*  McDowell  V.  Jacobs,  10  Cal.  *McReynoldsv.Muniis,2Keyes,215. 
387.  *  Gi-attiiu  v.  Wiggins,  23  Cal.  IG. 

» Ord  V.  McKoe,  5  Cal.  515.  « Id. 

» Id.  ^  Id. 
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seals,  whereby  the  said  A.  B.  conveyed  to  said  C.  D.  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  subject  to  said  mortgage,  and  said  C.  D.  eov- 
enanted  that  he  would  pay  off  and  discharge  the  same  as  a  part 
of  the  consideration  of  said  conveyance  [or  otherwise,  according 
to  the  covenant]. 

y.  That  no  proceedings  have  been  had,  at  law  or  otherwise, 
for  the  recovery  of  said  moneys,  or  any  part  thereof. 

YI.  [Where  plaintiff  holds  other  liens.]    That  on  the , 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  at in  the  court  of ,  the 

plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment,  which  was  duly  given  by  said 
court  against  the  defendant  [designate  which],  for dol- 
lars, in  an  action  wherein  this  plaintiff  was  plaintiff  [or  defend- 
ant], and  the  said  defendant  herein  was  defendant  [or  plaintiff]; 
and  which  was  on  the  ....  day  of  »  18 . . ,  duly  dock- 
eted in  the  ofQce  of  the  clerk  of  said  county,  so  as  to  become, 
and  still  remains,  a  lien  on  the  mortgaged  premises. 

YII.  That  the  defendants  [subsequent  incumbrancers]  have 
or  claim  some  interest  in,  or  claim  upon  said  premises,  or  some 
part  thereof,  accrued  since  the  lien  of  said  mortgage. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  each  of  the  defendants,  and  all  persons  claiming 
under  them,  or  either  of  them,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
said  mortgage  upon  said  premises,  may  be  foreclosed  of  all 
right,  claim,  or  equity  of  redemption,  or  other  interest  in  said 
mortgaged  premises,  and  every  part  thereof. 

2.  That  the  same  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  this  action,  and  the 
amount  due  on  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  amount  of 
said  premium  and  insurance  [and  of  said  judgment],  with  in- 
terest on  said  moneys  up  to  the  time  of  such  payment. 

3.  That  the  defendant  [mortgagor]  may  be  adjudged  to  pay 
any  deficiency  that  may  remain  after  applying  all  of  said 
moneys  so  applicable  thereto.^ 

§  2338.  Aotlon  by  Assignees. — ^Where  an  assignment  of  a 
note  and  mortgage  has  been  made  to  plaintiffs  to  indemnify 
them  as  sureties  on  a  bail  bond  for  the  assignor,  and  where 
suit  is  then  pending  on  such  bond,  it  is  proper  for  them,  as  such 
assignees,  to  institute  suit  on  the  note  and  mortgage;  and  a 
decree  of  foreclosure  in  such  case,  with  directions  to  pay  the 
money  into  court  to  await  the  further  decree  of  the  court,  is 
proper,  or  at  least,  there  is  no  error  in  such  a  decree  to  the 

^  This  form  is  from  Abbott's  Forms,  No.  681. 


I     • 
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prejudice  of  tbe  defendants.^  If  a  mortgage  is  assigned  \r^  the 
mortgagee  to  another  i)arty,  as  a  pledge  for  the  payment  of  a 
debt  due  the  other  party  by  the  mortgagee,  it  is  not  an  improper 
joinder  of  several  causes  of  action  for  the  assignee  to  unite  iu 
the  same  action  his  claim  against  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 
and  persons  having  liens  or  incumbrances  upon  the  mortgaged 
property,  and  make  them  all  parties.* 

§  2339.  Avezment  of  Assignment.— In  a  foreclosure 
action,  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  mortgage  was  executed 
and  delivered  to  one  P.;  that  he  was  since  deceased,  and  that 
his  wife,  having  been  qualified  as  his  executrix,  had  duly 
assigned  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  that  it  was  owned  and  held 
by  him  by  virtue  of  the  assignment.  The  answer  denied  that 
the  mortgage  was  owned  by  the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  the  assign- 
ment, or  that  he  was  the  lawful  owner  of  it.  On  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  produced  a  mortgage  in  which  the  mortgagee  was  named 
as  "  P.,  acting  administrator  of  the  estate  of  D.;"  it  was  held, 
that  evidence  on  behalf  of  defendants  to  show  that  the  mort- 
gage was  taken  to  secure  a  debt  due  to  the  estate  of  **  D.,"  and 
therefore,  that  the  executrix  had  no  title  to  it,  was  admissible.' 

§  2340.    For  Redemption  of  Real  Property. 

Fomi  No,  660. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  he  executed  to 

the  defendant  a  mortgage  upon  certain  real  property  in  the  city 
of ,  in  the  county  of ,  described  as  follows  [de- 
scribe it],  to  secure  the  payment  of dollars  in years, 

with  interest  at  ....  per  cent  per  annum,  payable  [half  yearly]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  tendered 

to  the  defendant dollars,  being  the  principal  of  the  said 

mortgage,  with  interest  from  the  date  thereof  to  that  time,  and 
requested  the  defendant  to  acknowledge  satisfaction  for  the 
same,  but  he  refused  to  do  so. 

"Wherefore  the  2)laintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  he  be  allowed  to  redeem  the  said  mortgage,  upon 
paying  to  the  defendant  the  amount  due  thereon. 

2.  That  upon  such  payment  the  defendant  satisfy  the  said 
mortgage  of  record,  that  plaintiff  recover  his  costs  herein,  and 
for  other  and  further  proper  relief.* 

*  Hunter  V.  Levan,  11  ("al.  11.  *  For  the  form  of  a  complaint  to 

*  Farwell  v.  Jackson,  28  C'al.   105.     ascertain  and   declare  tlio   rights  of 
*Keuaud  v.  Coiibelyca,  7  Abb.  Pr.     adverse  claimants  to  real  property,  to 

lOo;  reversing  S.  C,  5  Id.  316.  allow  redcinx^tiou  from  a  mortgage,  to 
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§  2341.  Action  to  Redeem — Tender. — A  subsequent  party 
in  interest,  whether  by  way  of  mortgage,  lease,  or  judgment, 
can  not  on  motion  obtain  a  right  to  redeem  and  have  the  prop- 
erty conveyed  to  him  by  a  purchaser.  The  only  remedy  in  such 
a  case  is  by  an  action  seekiug  to  enforce  such  right  to  redeem; 
and  in  such  an  action  the  rights  of  all  other  parties  can  be  pro- 
tected.* Although  a  power  of  sale  mortgage  authorizes  the 
mortgagee  or  his  assignee  to  become  the  purchaser  at  the  sale, 
yet  if  he  fails  in  the  utmost  diligence  in  protecting  tho  rights  of 
the  mortgagor,  the  mortgagor  will  be  allowed  to  redeem.''  The 
plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  need  not  allege  or 
prove  a  tender  of  the  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage  debt  pre- 
Tious  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.' 

§  2342.    By  a  Ijessee. 

Fvrm  No,  661, 
[TrrLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

[mortgagor],  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  following  described 
premises,  leased  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  by  an  indenture  dated 
on  that  day,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  com- 
plaint; and  that  by  virtue  of  said  lease  the  plaintiff  entered 
upon,  and  ever  since  has  been,  and  still  is  in  possession  of  said 
premises,  and  is  vested  with  the  unexpired  term  thereof;  which 
premises  are  described  as  follows  [description]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  IB . . ,  said  [mortgagor] 

made  to  the  defendant  [mortgagee]  a  mortgage  upon  the  same 

premises  to  secure dollars,  payable  on  the day 

of ,18.. 

III.  That  on  the  said  last-named  day  the  mortgage  became 
due,  but  has  not  been  paid;  and  that  said  [mortgagee]  has  com- 
menced an  action  to  foreclose  the  same  for  such  default. 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff 

tendered dollars  to  said  [mortgagee],  being  the  amount 

due  on  said  mortgage,  with  interest,  and  the  costs  of  said  action 
[or  proceeding]  up  to  that  time,  in  redemption  of  said  mortgage, 
and  has  ever  since  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  same;  and 
did  then  request  him  to  assign  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  but  he 
refused  so  to  do. 

restrain  foreclosure  of   a  mortgage,  *  Douglass  v.  Woodworth,  51  Barb. 

and    for    the    appointment    of    new  79. 

trustees  under  a  trust  deed,  to  fill  tho  '^  Montague  v.  Dawes,  14  Allen,  309; 

place  of  trustees  who  had  renounced,  see  Hahn  v.  Piudell,  3  Bush,  ISO,  193. 

see  Woodgate  v.  Fleet,  9  Abb.  Pr.  ^  Daubenspeck  v.  Piatt,  22  Cal.  330. 

222. 
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Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  that  he  be  allowed 
to  redeem  the  eaid  mortgage  upon  paying  to  the  defendant 
[mortgagee]  the  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage;  and  that,  upon 
such  payment,  the  defendant,  by  an  assignment  duly  executed 
and  acknowledged  by  him,  assign  said  bond  and  mortgage  to 
the  plaintiff.^ 

§  2343.  Aocoiuitlng  and  Redemption. — In  a  bill  for  an 
accounting  and  redemption,  a  distinct  offer  to  pay  the  amount 
due  is  not  necessary.  The  form  is,  that,  on  the  payment  of 
what,  if  anything,  shall  be  found  due,  the  mortgagee  may  be 
decreed  to  deliver  possession,  etc' 

§  2344.  Mechanics'  Liens — Conuxion  Form — Contractor 
against  Owner. 

Form  No,  6G2. 

[TlTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of » 18 . . ,  plaintiff  and 

defendant  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  furnish  the  material  and  erect  for  the  defend- 
ant a  certain  building  upon  the  lands  hereinafter  described,  and 

the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  therefor  the  sum  of 

dollars  upon  the  completion  thereof,  a  copy  of  which  said  agree- 
ment is  hereto  attached  and  made  part  of  this  complaint.  And 
the  plaintiff  avers  that  he  completed  said  building,  under  said 

contract,  on  the day  of >  18 . . ,  and  that  he  has 

fully  kept  and  performed  the  said  agreement  in  all  things  to  be 
by  him  kept  and  performed,  but  the  said  defendant  has  not  paid 

the  said  sum  of dollars,  mentioned  in  said  agreement, 

nor  any  part  thereof. 

II.  That  the  lands  upon  which  said  building  was  so  erected 
under  said  contract,  are  described  as  follows,  to  wit  [insert 
such  description  as  would  be  proper  in  a  mortgage].  And  he 
avers  that  the  whole  thereof  is  required  for  the  convenient  use 
and  occupation  of  said  building. 

III.  That  at  the  date  of  said  contract,  the  defendant  was  the 
owner,  and  reputed  owner,  of  the  lands  hereinbefore  described; 
and  ever  since  has  been,  and  now  is  the  owner  and  reputed 
owner  of  said  land  and  the  said  building  so  erected  thereon. 

lY.  That  the  plaintiff  began  to  furnish  material  for  said  build- 
ing and  to  perform  labor  thereon,  under  said  contract,  on  the 
day  of >  18 . . ,  and  that  all  the  said  materials 

>  The  above  form  is  from  Abbott's  (N.  Y.)  353;  and  see  Barton  v.  May, 
Forms,  No.  686.  3  Sandf.  Ch.  45a 

'^Qoin  V.  Brittain,  1  Hoffm.  Ch. 
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were  furnished  and  the  said  building  erected  between  that  day 

and  the day  of ,  18. . ,  on  which  last-named  day 

said  building  was  completed. 

V.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff, 

for  the  purpose  of  securing  and  perfecting  a  lien  for  the  moneys 
so  due  him  as  aforesaid,  under  said  contract,  upon  the  building 
and  lands  hereinbefore  described,  under  the  provisions  of 
chapter  II.  ot  title  lY.  of  the  code  of  civil  procedure  of  the 
state  of  California,  filed  for  record  in  the  office  of  the  recorder 

of  the  said  county  of his  claim  thereof,  duly  verified  by 

him,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  attached,  marked  exhibit  ''B," 
and  made  part  of  this  complaint;  and  which  said  claim  was 
thereafter,  on  the  same  day,  duly  recorded  in  said  office,  in  a 

book  kept  therein  for  that  purpose,  to  wit,  in  book of 

liens,  at  page .... 

YI.  That  plaintiff  paid  for  verifying  and  recording  said  lien 
the  sum  of dollars.  - 

YII.  That dollars  is  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  to 

be  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant for  the  sum  of dollars,  remaining  unpaid  for  said 

labor  and  materials,  and  for  costs  of  suit,  including 

dollars  paid  for  verifying  and  recording  said  lien  and 

dollars  as  attorney's  fee  herein;  that  said  sum  of dol- 
lars, and  the  costs  herein,  be  adjudged  a  lien  upon  the  lands 
and  premises  hereinbefore  described;  that  said  lands  and  prem- 
ises may  be  sold  under  the  order  and  decree  of  this  court,  and 
the  proceeds  thereof  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  of 
this  suit  and  the  sum  so  found  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
have  execution  for  any  deficiency,  and  for  other  and  further 
proper  relief.                                        , 

Attorney  for  Plaintiff.* 
[Verification.] 

§  2345.  Alteration  in  Building. — Changing  the  form  or 
structure  of  a  building,  or  its  alteration  to  adapt  it  to  other  than 
its  original  uses,  brings  it  within  the  statute.^ 

§  2346.    Credits  and  Offsets. — The  words  "payments  and 

'  The  above  form  is  drawn  under  appeals  are  also  governed  by  the  code 
the  California  statutes.  The  provis-  oi  civil  procedure,  with  the  same  ex- 
ions  of  the  California  Co<Ie  of  Civil  ception:  Id.,  sec.  1199.  The  general 
Procedure  are  applicable  to,  and  con-  features  of  the  present  law  were  held 
stituto  the  rules  of  practice  in  these  constitutional  in  Hicks  v.  Murray,  43 
actions,  except  as  otherwise  provided  Cal.  521,  and  Quale  v.  Moon,  48  Id. 
in  the  chapter  relating  to  mechanics*  478. 

liens:  see  sec.  1198.    Kew  trials  and        ^Donahue  v.  Cromartie,  21  Cal.  86. 
E,  Yoii.  II~10 
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oifsets"  are  substantially  equivalent  to  the  words  "  credits  and 
offsets."  ^ 

§  2347.  Complaint  by  Sub-co»tractor. — In  New  York, 
where  the  proceeding  is  by  a  sub-con tractor,  his  complaint 
must  aver  that  the  labor  or  materials  were  furnished  in  con- 
formity with  the  contract  between  the  owner  and  the  original 
contractor.'  The  complaint  must  show  that  the  claimant  has 
taken  the  requisite  steps  to  create  a  lien.' 

§  2348.  Ck)QStruotion  of  Averment. — The  reasonable  con- 
struction of  an  allegation  in  a  complaint,  that  ''plaintiff  fur- 
nished the  material  between  the  sixth  day  of  April,  1862,  and  the 
twenty-eighth  day  of  June,  1862,"  is,  that  the  plaintiff  commenced 
furnishing  the  materials  on  the  sixth  day  of  April,  and  continued 
furnishing  the  same  from  time  to  time  up  to  June  28th.^ 

§  2349.  Description  of  Premises. — A  complaint  is  suffi- 
cient if  it  describes  the  premises  sufficiently  to  enable  the  sheriff 
to  determine  beyond  a  doubt  the  premises  to  be  sold;  and  the 
street  number  of  the  premises  should  be  shown,  or  the  plaintiff's 
ignorance  of  it  averred.*  The  employees  of  the  contractor  have 
no  lien  on  the  building  as  principals.'  The  following  notice 
of  a  mechanic's  lien  does  not  contain  such  a  description  of  the 
premises  as  the  statute  contemplates:  ''A  dwelling-house  lately 
erected  by  me  for  J.  W.  Connor,  situated  on  Bryant  street,  be- 
tween Second  and  Third  streets,  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco, 

on  lot  No "    The  fact  that  Connor  owned  no  other  building 

on  that  street  would  not  cure  the  defect.^ 

§  2350.  Interest  of  Third  Parties.— The  rights  and  in- 
terests of  third  parties,  purchasers  and  incumbrancers,  prior  to 
the  suit,  are  affected  only  in  a  similar  degree  as  upon  a  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage.® 

§  2351.  Jurisdiction. — The  proceeding  to  enforce  a  me- 
chanic's lien  under  the  California  law  of  1861  is  a  special  case, 
and  county  courts  have  jurisdiction.' 

*  Preston  v.  Sonora  Lodge,  39  Cal.  Duffy  v.  McManns,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
119.  657;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  Pr.  432. 

»  Broderick  V.  Poillon,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  «  Dore  v.  Sellers,  27  Cal.  588. 

654;  Quinn   v.   Mayor  etc.   of  New  '  Montrose  v.  Conner,  8  Cal.  344. 

York,  Id.  558;  see  also  Cunningham  But  see  Springer  v.  Keyser,  6  Whart. 

V.  Jones,  4  Abb.  Pr.  433;  Doughty  v.  1S7;    Harker  v.  Conrad,  12  Serg.  & 

Be vlin,l E.D.Smith, 625;  Kennedy V.  K.  301;  Tibbetts  v.  Moore,  23  Cal. 

Paine,  Id.  651;  Cronk  v.  Whittaker,  212. 

Id.  647;  Hauptman  V.  Halsey,  Id.  668.  »  Whitney  v.  Higgins,  10  Cal.  547. 

8 Foster  v.  Poillon,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  But  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1186. 

656;Conkrightv.Thomson,  lid.  661.  »McNiel  v.  Borland,  23  Cal.  144. 

*  McCrea  v.  Craig,  23  Cal.  522.  Otlierwise,  under  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  su- 
'  For  description  of  premises  in  real  perior  courts  now  have  exclusive  juris- 

action,  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  450;    diction. 
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§  2352.  Labor. — Services  rendered  in  cooking  for  the  men 
employed  in  constructing  a  building  are  not  performed  on  the 
building,  and  are  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute.* 

§  2353.  Xiien — Nature  of. — A  mechanic's  lien  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  mortgage,  is  a  charge  on  the  land  and  mere  incident  to 
the  debt,  and  will  not  jjass  except  by  an  assignment  of  the  debt." 

§  2354.  liixnitation. — If  the  time  has  expired  for  the  en- 
forcement of  the  lien,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  judg- 
ment.* 

§  2355.  Materialmen. — In  a  suit  by  a  materialman  to 
enforce  a  lien  against  a  building  for  lumber  sold  to  the  con- 
tractor, it  must  be  averred  and  proved  that  the  lumber  was 
expressly  furnished  for  the  building  in  question,  and  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  it  was  used  in  sucb  building.^ 

§  2356.  Materials. — Liens  for  materials  and  for  labor  are 
on  the  same  footing.^  The  complaint  must  show  not  only  that 
the  materials  were  used  in  the  construction  of  the  building,  but 
that  they  were  furnished  under  an  express  contract  for  that 
particular  building  on  whicli  the  lien  is  claimed.^  Materials 
are  furnished  when  they  are  delivered,  or  are  ready  for  delivery 
at  the  place  agreed  upon  by  the  contract.'  One  who  loans 
money  to  pay  for  material  and  labor  has  no  lien.^  Materials 
furnished  are  exempt  from  execution  or  attachment  except  for 
the  purchase  money.* 

§  2357.  Name  of  Person. — The  name  of  the  person  by 
whom  tbe  claimant  was  employed,  or  to  whom  he  furnished  the 
material;  must  be  stated." 

§  2358.  Notice  of  Terms  of  Contract.— -If  subcontractors, 
materialmen,  or  laborers  furnish  material  or  labor  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  building  or  work,  relying  upon  their  right  of  lien 
under  the  statutes  as  security  for  their  pay,  they  must  be  held 
to  know  the  terms  to  which  the  right  is  subordinate,  and  upon 
which  lien  can  be  secured,  and  to  a  strict  com2)liance  with  these 
terms.^^  All  such  persons  are  presumed  to  have  notice  of  the 
contract,  a  knowledge  of  its  terms,  and  of  the  rights  and  obli- 
gations of  the  parties  thereto." 

'  McConnick  v.  Los  Angeles W.  Co.,  ^  Tibbetts  v.  Moore,  23  Cal.  214. 

40  Cal.  187.  ®  Godeflfroy     v.    Caldwell,   2    Cal. 

-  Hitter  v.  Stevenson,  7  Cal.  389.  491. 

*(ireeu  v.  Jackson  Water  Co.,  10  ®  California   Code,  of    Civil    Pro- 

Cal.  374;  see  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1190.  cedure,  sec.  119C. 

*Bottomly  v.  Grace  Church,  2  Cal.  i»Codo  C.  P.,  sec.  1187;  Wood  v. 

90.  Wrede,  46  Cal.  637. 

^Moxley  V.  Shepard,  3Cal.  64.  "Henley    v.  Wadsworth,   38  Cal, 

^Bottomly  V.  Grace  Church,  2  Cal.  356.- 

91;  Houghton  v.  Blake,  6  Id.  240.  ^nd. 
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§  2359.  Parties  Intervemng.— ^Persons  having  a  lien  by 
mortgage  uj^on  the  property  have  no  right  to  intervene.*  An 
intervention  within  six  months  is  as  much  a  compliance  with 
the  act  as  an  original  suit.'  But  where  the  suit  lias  been  pend- 
ing for  some  time,  and  the  application  to  intervene  was  made 
just  as  plaintiff  was  taking  judgment,  it  is  properly  refused? 

§  2360.  Parties  Plaintiff.— Materialmen  and  mechanics 
entitled  to  a  lien  on  a  building,  but  whose  claims  are  several, 
without  any  community  of  interest  in  the  claims  themselves, 
nSay  join  as  plaintiffs  in  an  equitable  action  to  establish  and 
enforce  their  liens.  ^ 

§  2361.  Personal  Aotions.— Nothing  in  the  provisions  of 
the  chapter  giving  a  lien  impairs  or  affects  the  right  of  any  per- 
son to  maintain  a  personal  action  to  recover  the  debt  secured.' 

§  2362.  Priority  of  Iiiens.— Where  different  liens  are  as- 
serted against  any  property,  the  court,  in  the  judgment,  must 
declare  the  rank  of  each  lien,  or  class  of  liens,  which  shall  be : 
1.  All  persons  other  than  the  original  contractors  and  sub- 
contractors; 2.  The  subcontractors;  3.  The  original  contract- 
ors. The  proceeds  of  sale  must  be  applied  in  the  same  order, 
and  a  judgment  for  any  deficiency  may  be  docketed  as  in  case 
of  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage.®  A  mechanic's  lien  is  pre- 
ferred to  a  mortgage  made  after  the  commencement  of  the 
work.^  The  lien  accrues  at  the  commencement  of  the  work,  or 
the  beginning  to  furnish  the  materials."  The  lien  of  a  judg- 
ment, rendered  after  labor  is  commenced  or  material  is  first  de- 
livered, is  postponed  to  the  lien  of  the  materialman  or  laborer, 
although  the  labor  is  completed  and  the  last  of  the  material 
delivered  after  the  judgment  is  docketed.' 

§  23G3.  Right  of  Lden. — Unless  some  one  or  some  portion 
of  the  several  payments  to  be  made  to  the  contractor  during  the 
progress  of  the  building  were  made  to  the  original  contractor 
by  the  employer  before  they  became  due  by  the  terms  of  the 
original  contract,  or  after  notice  had  been  duly  served  upon  the  * 
employer  by  the  holder  of  a  claim  against  the  contractor,  the 
claimant  has  no  right  of  lien  upon  the  premises,  and  no  legal 
personal  claim  against  the  employer. *°  If  the  owner  of  a  build- 
ing which  is  being  erected  makes  payments  to  the  contractor  in 

'  Van  Winkle  v.  Stow,  23  Cal.  457.  ^  Crowell  v.  Gilmorc,  13  Cal.  5C; 

*Mar8  V.  McKay,  14  Cal.  127.  Sonle  v.  Dawes,  7  Id.  o7C. 

»  Mocker  v.  Kcllev,  14  Cal.  164.  ^  McCrea  v.  Craig,  23  Cal.  525. 

♦  Barber  V.  KeyuoUls,  33  Cal.  497;  »  iiarbcr  v.  Koynolds,  44  Cal.  620; 

seeaLso  Cal.  CoUo  C.  P.,  sec.  1195.  Coilo  C.  P.,  sec.  IISC. 

^  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1197.     •  '•^  Ileulcy  v.   Wadsworth,   38  CaL 

«  Id.,  sec.  1194.  300. 
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good  faith,  before  receiviug  notice  that  a  materialman  claims  a 
lien  for  material  furnished  the  contractor,  such  materialman 
can  not  enforce  his  lien,  except  for  the  balance,  if  any,  due  the 
contractor  on  the  contract.^  The  amendments  to  the  code  of 
C.  P.,  concerning  liens  of  mechanics  and  materialmen,  adopted 
in  1874,  have  not  changed  the  above  rule.' 

§  2364.  Relative  Rights  of  Parties. — Upon  a  compliance 
on  their  j)art  with  the  terms  of  the  statute,  the  right  of  a  sub- 
contractor, laborer,  or  materialman  to  the  lien,  which  through 
the  original  contractor  inures  primarily  to  the  benefit  of  persons 
in  that  relation,  must  be  determined  and  controlled  by  the 
terms  of  the  original  contract  between  the  owner  and  original 
contractor." 

§  2365.  Statement  of  Demand. — It  has  been  held  unneces- 
sary to  set  out  the  items  of  the  account.^  A  statement  will  not 
be  rejected  because  it  was  filed  for  too  much,  unless  it  appears 
that  it  was  a  willfully  false  claim. ^  The  statute  must  be  strictly 
pursued;^  but  a  mere  mistake  in  a  word  will  not  vitiate  a 
claim. ^ 

§  2366.  Verification. — If  the  claimant  sign  the  verification , 
he  need  not  sign  the  claim.^ 

§  2367.  Subsequent  Statute  Governs. — Where  the  con- 
tract was  made  and  the  materials  furnished  while  the  California 
lien  law  of  1858  was  in  force,  but  notice  of  lien  was  not  filed 
until  after  the  lien  law  of  1862  went  into  effect,  the  lien  must 
be  enforced  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  latter  act.* 

§  2368.  By  Subcontractor,  against  O-wner  and  Ck)n- 
tractor,  for  Ijabor  and  Materials. 

Form  No,  5G3. 
[Title.] 

The  said  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendants,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  A.  B.,  is  the  owner  and  reputed  owner 

of  the  following  described  land  and  premises  situated  in 

county,  state  of  California,  to  wit  [describe  the  land],  and  was 
such  owner  and  reputed  owner  at  all  the  times  hereinafter  men- 
tioned. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant, 

C.  D.,  entered  into  a  contract  with  said  A.  B.,  whereby  he  agreed 
to  provide  all  the  materials  and  labor  and  erect  for  said  A.  B.  a 

1  Wells  V.  Cahn,  61  Cal.  423.  ^  Barber  v.  Reynolds,  44  Cal.  520. 

2  Id.  «  Wood  v.Wrede,  40  Cal.  C38. 

^  Hciilcy  V.  Wadsworth,  38  Cal.  356,  ^  McDonald  v.  Backus,  45  Cal.  262. 

citing  Shaver  v.  Stilwell,  30  Id.  2<J3.  »  Hicks  v.  Murray,  43  Cal.  521. 

*Brennan  v.  Swasey,   10  Cal.  140;  »McCrea  v.  Craig,  23  Cal,  522. 
Seldcu  V.  Moeks,  17  Id.  131. 
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certain  building,  to  wit,  a  dwelling-bouse,  upon  tbe  land  above 
described,  and  forwbicb  said  A.  B.  agreed  to  pay  said  C.  D.  the 
sum  of dollars,  at  tbe  times  and  in  the  manner  follow- 
ing, to  wit  [state  amount  of  payments,  and   when  to  be  made], 

III.  That  Sciid  C.  D.  commenced  the  work  of  erecting  said 
dwelling-house  on  said  land  jjursuant  to  said  contract,  on  the 

day  of ,  18..,  and  fully  completed  the  same 

under  and  according  to  the  terms  of  his  said  contract,  on  the 

day  of   ,  18. . ,   and  otherwise  performed  and 

fulfilled  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  said  contract  so  far  as 
tbe  same  were  to  be  performed  by  him;  and  plaintiflF avers  that 
there  remains  unpaid  from  the  defendant  A.  B.  to  the  defendant 
C.  D.,  upon  and  for  the  erection  of  said  building  under  said 

contract,  the  sum  of dollars,  which  said  sum  became 

due  and  payable  on  the day  of ,  18 . . 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  the  defendant  C.  D.,  in  and  by  which 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  furnish  the  necessary  and  proper  mate- 
rials for  painting  said  dwelling-house  and  to  paint  the  same, 

and  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  the  sum  of dollars 

therefor  upon  the  completion  of  the  painting  thereof;  and  the 
plaintiff  avers  that  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  he  fur- 
nished said  materials,  and  painted  said  dwelling-house  under 
and  in  pursuance  of  said  contract,  and  completed  the  same  on 

the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  has  in  all  respects  fully 

kept  and  performed  his  said  agreement;  yet  the  said  defendant 
C.  D.  has  not,  nor  has  any  one  for  him,  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the 
said  sum  of dollars,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

y.  Plaintiff  avers  that  the  whole  of  the  land  above  described 
is  required  for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation  of  said  dwell- 
ing-house. 

VI.  That  [follow  paragraph  V.  of  form  No.  562]. 

VII.  [Same  as  paragraph  VI.  of  No.  562.  ] 

VIII.  [Same  as  paragraph  VII.  of  No.  562.] 
"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays: 

1.  That  the  court  ma^  find  and  ascertain  the  amount  due 
from  the  defendant  C.  D.  to  this  j^laintiff  under  said  contract, 
and  that  he  have  judgment  against  the  said  C.  D.  therefor. 

2.  That  the  court  may  find  and  ascertain  what  sum,  if  any, 
was  due  from  the  defendant  A.  B.  to  the  defendant  C.  D.  at  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  plaintiff's  lien. 

3.  That  it  may  be  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  has 
a  lien  u^^on  said  dwelling-house  and  the  lands  described  herein 
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for  the  sum  so  found  due  to  him  from  the  said  CD.,  and  the  , 
costs  of  this  action,  including dollars  paid  for  verify- 
ing and  recording  said  lien,  and dollars  as  an  attorney's 

fee  herein,  that  said  land  and  dwelling-house  may  be  sold  under 
the  order  and  decree  of  this  court,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to 
tbe  payment  of  the  costs  aforesaid  and  the  sum  so  found  due  to 
the  plaintiff;  that  he  have  execution  against  the  said  G.  D.  for 
any  deficiency,  and  for  other  and  further  proper  relief. 
§  2369.    Vendor  against  Purchaser,  to  Enforce  Lien. 

Form  No.  6G4, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  alleges : 

I.  That  on  tbe day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant acres  of 

land,  situated  in  [describe  the  premises  specificallyj,  for  the 

sum  of   dollars,  for  which  the  defendant  agreed  to 

pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of dollars  [state  terms  of 

sale]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
premises dollars,  no  part  of  which'  has  been  paid. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  has  a  lien  as  vendor  upon  said  prem- 
ises, for  the  payment  of  said  purchase  money,  which  he  claims 
in  this  action. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  For  the  said  sum  of  dollars,  with  interest  from 

the day  of ,  18. . 

2.  That  the  said  premises  may  be  ordered  sold  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof  [etc.,  etc.] 

§  2370.  Vendor  against  Purchaser,  and  hi9  Grantee 
and  Judgment  Creditors,  to  Enforce  Lien. 

Form  No.  665. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  was  owner  in  fee  of  the  real  property  hereinafter 

described,  and  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  sold 

the  same  to  the  defendant  A.  B.,  for  the  sum  of dol- 
lars, and  thereupon  by  his  deed  conveyed  the  same  to  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  [in  fee],  which  premise's  are  described  as  follows 
[description  as  in  deed]. 

II.  That  the  said  A.  B.  paid  the  plaintiff dollars, 

part  of  said  purchase  money,  and  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  at ,  gave  to  the  plaintiff  his  promissory  note  for 

dollars,  the  residue  thereof,  payable  on  the  ....  day 

of ,18.. 
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m.    That  on  the  ......  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  the  defendant  A.  B.  [of  said 
note,  or]  of  the  residue  of  said  purchase  money,  but  he  did  not 
pay  the  same. 

IV.  That  the  said  C.  D.  purchased  of  the  said  A.  B.  a  por- 
tion of  said  premises,  with  the  full  knowledge  that  the  said  A. 
B.  had  not  paid  the  balance  of  said  purchase  money,  and  took 
a  conveyance  from  the  said  A.  B.  to  him  for  the  said  premises 
so  by  him  purchased  of  the  said  A.  B. 

V.  That  the  said  E.  F.  claims  to  have  recovered  judgment 

against  the  said  A.  B.  for dollars,  on  the day 

of ,  18. .,  in  the court,  in  the county, 

state  of ,  and  has  caused  execution  to  be  issued  thereon, 

and  is  proceeding  to  sell  the  part  of  said  premises  not  sold  to  the 
said  C.  D.,  whereby  the  said  plaintiff  will  wholly  lose  the  bal- 
ance of  the  said  purchase  money,  as  the  said  A.  B.  is  wholly 
insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  the  same. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff*  demands  judgment: 

1.  Against  the  said  A.  B.  for  the  said  sum  of  dol- 
lars, together  with  interest  thereon  from  the day  of 

» 18 . . ,  and  the  costs  of  this  action. 

2.  That  in  case  the  said  A.  B.  shall  not  pay  the  said  judg- 
ment, that  the  said  premises  may  be  sold,  and  so  much  of  the 
proceeds  as  may  be  necessary  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
judgment  so  to  be  rendered. 

§  2371.  Nature  and  Extent  of  lien. — A  vendor's  lien  is 
valid  against  every  one  claiming  under  the  debtor,  except  a 
purchaser  or  incumbrancer  in  good  faith  and  for  value.^  The 
lien  which  the  vendor  of  real  property  retains,  after  an  absolute 
conveyance,  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  is  not  a  specific 
and  absolute  charge  upon  the  property,  but  a  mere  equitable 
right  to  resort  to  it  upon  failure  of  payment  by  the  vendee.' 
The  vendor's  lien  on  the  land  conveyed  is  not  lost  by  his  taking 
the  notes  of  the  purchaser  for  the  purchase  money;'  and  the 
lien  equally  exists,  whether  the  instrument  amounts  to  a  con- 
veyance or  merely  to  an  executory  contract.*  The  execution  of 
two  notes  for  the  amount  due  upon  a  note  and  mortgage,  when 
the  mortgage  is  not  canceled,  will  not  defeat  an  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  the  same,  commenced  after  the  second  notes  are 

1  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  3048.     As  to  »  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186;  Hill 

purchaser's  lien  for  inoDcy  paid,   in  v.  On'gsby,  32  Id.  58. 

case  of  a  failure  of  consideration,  see  ^  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  304G. 

Id.,  sec.  3050.  f  Walker  v.  Sedg^^ick,  8  CaL  398. 


§  2375.       FORECLOSURE  OF  MORTGAGES  AND  LIENS.  153 

dae  and  unpaid.^  But  a  yendor's  lien  does  not  exist  where  a 
mortgage  security  is  taken  for  the  purchase  money.  The  silent 
lien  of  the  vendor  is  extinguished  whenever  he  manifests  an 
intention  to  abandon  or  not  to  look  to  it.  And  this  intention  is 
manifested  by  taking  other  and  independent  security  upon  the 
same  land,  or  a  portion  of  it,  or  on  other  land.'  A  verbal 
agreement  by  the  vendee  to  reconvey  the  land  to  the  vendor,  if 
he  does  not  pay  the  purchase  price,  does  not  prevent  the  en- 
forcement of  a  vendor's  lien.' 

§  2372.  Purchase  Money  is,  in  equity,  a  lien  on  land  sold 
where  the  purchaser  has  taken  no  separate  security.^  Married 
women  are  included  in  this  rule.^  And  when  the  vendor  has 
not  conveyed  the  title,  his  position  is  analogous  to  that  of  a 
mortgagee.* 

§  2373.  Right,  ^when  Enforoed.— The  equitable  right  may 
be  enforced  in  the  first  instance,  and  before  the  vendor  has  ex- 
hausted his  legal  remedy  against  the  personal  estate  of  the 
vendee.  The  court,  after  determining  the  amount  of  the  lien, 
can,  by  its  decree,  either  direct  a  sale  of  the  property  for  its 
satisfaction,  and  execution  for  any  deficiency,  or  award  an  exe- 
cution in  the  first  place,  and  a  sale  only  in  the  event  of  its 
return  unsatisfied,  as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require.^ 

§  2374.  Waiver  of  Lien.— The  equitable  lien  which  a 
vendor  of  real  estate,  after  an  absolute  conveyance,  has  for  the 
unpaid  purchase  money,  is  waived  by  the  taking  of  a  mortgage 
to  secure  the  same,  although  the  mortgage  is  void  and  can  not 
be  enforced.^  B.  made  a  parol  gift  to  his  daughter  B.,  who 
took  and  kept  possession  of  the  same  twelve  years.  She  then 
sold  the  land  to  M.,  receiving  his  notes  therefor,  and  B.,  at  her 
request,  conveyed  the  land  to  M.  As  against  the  purchaser,  B. 
had  a  vendor's  lien.' 

§  2375.  Averments  in  Action. — A  general  averment  in 
the  complaint  to  enforce  the  vendor's  lien,  that  the  mortgage  is 
defective  as  a  security,  is  not  suf&cient  to  withdraw  the  case 
from  the  general  rules  of  equity.  ^°   In  a  bill  in  equity  to  enforce 

1  Creary  v.  Bowers,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct,  '  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186;  Hill 
Jan.  T.,  1862,  not  reported.  v.  Grigsby,  32  Id.  68. 

2  Hunt  V.  Waterman,  12  Cal.  301.        *  Camden  v.  Vail,  23  Cal.  633;  see 
»  Gallagher  v.  Mars,  50  Cal.  23.  also  Baum  v.  Grigsby,  21  Id.  172. 

*  Salmon  v.  Hoflman,  2  Cal.  138;  *  » Russell  v.  Watt,  41  Miss.  602. 
Hill  V.  Grigsby,  32  Id.  55;  Cliilton  v.  As  to  when  transfer  of  contract  waives 
Braiden's  Adm'x,  2  Black,  458.  the  lien,  see  California  Civil  Code, 

5  Id.  sec.  3017. 

6  Salmon  v.  Hoffman,  2  Cal.  138;       ^^  Hunt  v.  Waterman,  12  Cal.  305. 
HiU  V.  Grigsby,  32  Id.  55. 
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the  lien,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  the  issuance  Qf  execution 
under  a  judgment  at  law  previously  obtained  by  the  vendor 
against  the  jDurchaser  for  the  amount  due,  and  the  return  of 
nulla  bona,  to  sustain  the  allegation  of  insolvency.* 

§  2376.  Failure  of  Performance.— It  could  not  be  a  de- 
fense that  only  one  note  was  due,  as' that  would  be  sufficient  to 
show  a  failure  of  performance.' 

§  2377.    To  Foreclose  Chattel  Mortgage. 

FojTn  No.  666, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiflF  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  the 

said  defendant  made  and  executed  his  certain  promissory  note, 
in  writing,  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit  [here  copy 

note],  whereby  he  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  the  sum  of 

dollars,  with  interest  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  therein  spe- 
cified, in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  and  then  and  there 
delivered  the  said  note  to  the  said  plaintiff. 

II.  That  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  in  order  to  secure 
the  payment  of  said  promissory  note,  the  said  defendant  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  his  certain  instrument  in 
writing,  under  seal,  known  as  a  chattel  mortgage,  a  copy  of 
which  is  hereto  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint,  marked, 
exhibit  *'A,"  which  said  chattel  mortgage  was  made  in  good 
faith  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  without  intent  to  defraud  cred- 
itors or  purchasers,  and  was  verified,  acknowledged,  and  re- 
corded, pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

III.  That  the  property  mentioned  and  described  in  said  chat- 
tel mortgage  and  the  schedule  annexed  consisted  of  [here  de- 
scribe property  and  where  situated]. 

rV.  That  no  proceedings  have  been  had  at  law  or  otherwise 
for  the  recovery  of  said  sum  and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  the  same  is  still  wholly  owing  and  unpaid. 

"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  be  foreclosed  of  all  interest,  lien,  and 
equity  of  redemption  in  said  mortgaged  property,  to  wit,  the 
said  goods  and  chattels. 

2.  That  the  same  be  sold,  and  that  the  proceeds  thereof  be 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  this  action 

and  of  counsel  fees  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of dollars, 

and  of  the  amount  due  on  said  note  and  mortgage,  with  inter- 

*  Walker  v.  Sedgwick,  8  Cal.  398. 

'  Creary  v.  Bowers,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  Jan.  T.,  1862,  not  reported. 
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est  thereon  up  to  the  time  of  payment,  at  the  rate  of  

per  cent  per  mouth. 

3.  That  the  defendant  be  adjudged  to  pay  any  deficiency  that 
may  remain  after  applying  all  said  money  as  aforesaid,  and  for 
such  other  and  further  relief  as  to  this  court  may  seem  just  in 
the  premises.* 

§  2378.  Assignment  and  Delivery. — Where  a  chose  in 
action  is  assigned  and  delivered  as  collateral  security  for  the 
payment  of  a  debt  due  the  assignee,  the  assignment  and  deliv- 
ery to  the  assignee  of  the  chose  in  action  are  necessary  to  give 
the  latter  full  authority  to  readily  control  the  security  and  make 
it  available;  but  this  does  not  necessarily  constitute  the  trans- 
action a  chattel  mortgage  as  distinguished  from  a  pledge.' 

§  2379.  Chattel  Mortgage. — A.,  the  owner  of  a  quartz- 
mill  in  Amador  county,  executed  a  mortgage  on  the  same  to  B. 
Afterwards  A.  purchased  at  Sacramento  a  steam-engine  and 
boiler,  and  to  secure  the  purchase  money,  executed  to  C.  a 
chattel  mortgage  on  the  same,  and  then  transported  them  to 
Amador  and  placed  them  in  the  quartz-mill,  so  that  they  be- 
came a  part  of  the  realty;  it  was  held  that  C.'s  mortgage  on  the 
steam-engine  and  boiler  had  priority  over  the  mortgage  of  B.' 
If,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  a  promissory 
note,  the  jDa^'or  also  gives  the  payee  a  bill  of  sale  of  personal 
property  by  way  of  mortgage  to  secure  the  note,  and  also  de- 
livers possession  of  the  property,  the  payor  has  a  right  to  have 
the  property  mortgaged  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt;  and 
if  the  payee  sells  any  of  the  property,  he  has  a  right  to  have  the 
proceeds  or  value  applied  towards  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt.* 

§  2380.  For  Future  Advances. — A  mortgage  given  in 
good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  securing  future  advances  ex- 
pected to  be  made,  is  a  good  and  valid  security.  Such  mort- 
gage need  not  express  its  object  on  its  face,  although  it  would 
be  better  if  it  should.  But  a  mortgage  knowingly  given  for  a 
greater  sum  than  is  due,  and  not  in  good  faith,  as  a  pretended 
security  for  future  advances,  is  fraudulent  in  law  as  to  the 
creditors  of  the  mortgagor.^ 

^  Under  section  246  of  the  Califor-  cited  in  Donohoe  v.  Gamble,  38  Id. 

nia  Practice  Act,  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  3j2.     As  to  what  may  be  mortgaged, 

sec.  7'26,  if  commercial  paper  be  mort-  see  California  Civ.  Code,  sec.  2955,  as 

gaged,  the  mortgage   may  bo    fore-  amended  1878.     As  to  form  of  mort- 

closed,  and  the  securities  sold  under  gage,  and  when  void  as  to  third  per- 

the  decree;  and  by  sections  217  and  sons,  see  Id.,  sees.  2956,  2957. 

220  (Co<le  Civ.  Proc,  sees.  G88,  091),  Hiay  v.  Moss,  34  Cal.  125. 

such  securities  may  be  seized  and  sold  '  Tibbetts  v.  Moore,  23  Cal.  208. 

under  execution  on   a   judgment  at  *  McOarvey  v.  Ilall,  23  Cal.  140, 

law:  Davis  v.   Mitchell,  34  Cal.  87;  '^TuUy  v.  Hai'loe,  35  Cal.  302. 
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§  2381.  Pledge,  Foreclosure  of. — A  pledge  of  personal 
property  may  be  foreclosed  by  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  with  like  effect,  as  if  it  were  a  mort- 
gage.^ 

§  2382.  On  Street  Assessment— Under-Califomla  Stat- 
ute. 

Form  No.  667. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  board  of 

supervisors,  of  the  county  of ,  state  of ,  adopted 

a  resolution,  whereby  said  board  resolved  that  it  was  their  in- 
tention to  order  the  following-described  work  in  said  county  to 

be  done,  to  wit  [that street,  from  the  easterly  line  of 

street,  to  a  point feet  westerly  therefrom,  be 

macadamized  and  curbed]. 

II.  That  afterwards,  and  on  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

a  resolution  ordering  said  work  to  be  done  was  adopted  and 
passed  by  said  board  of  supervisors. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  was  the  contractor  therefor,  and  did 
all  said  work  under  the  direction  and  to  the  satisfaction  of 
[state  the  appropriate  officer],  and  the  said  work  was  duly  ap- 
proved and  accepted  by  him,  who  thereupon,  on  the day 

of ,  18 . . ,  made  an  assessment  of  the  total  amount  of 

expense  of  said  work  necessary  to  be  assessed  to  recover  the 
sum  due  for  said  work  and  the  incidental  expenses  thereof 
upon  the  lots  and  lands  liable  to  assessment  therefor,  to  wit 
[describe  such  j^roperty],  and  each  lot  and  part  thereof  was 
thereby  separately  assessed  in  proportion  to  its  frontage  on  said 
streets,  at  the  rates  hereinafter  stated  per  front  foot;  that  a 
copy  of  said  assessment,  and  warrant  issued  in  said  case,  and 
hereinafter  referred  to,  is  attached  to  this  complaint  and  made 
a  part  thereof. 

lY.  That  by  said  assessment  and  diagram  the  lot  of  land 
hereinafter  described  was  assessed  as  the  property  of  tbe  de- 
fendant; that  the  said  defendant,  during  all  the  times  herein 
mentioned,  was,  and  now  is,  the  owner  of  certain  portions  of 
the  lots  and  lands  aforesaid  assessed,  and  liable  to  assessment 
for  said  ^ork;  that  said  lands  are  described  as  follows  [give  de- 
scription of  land]. 

Y.  That  by  and  according  to  said  assessment,  said  lot  of 
land  was  assessed  to  pay  the  sum  of dollars,  rated  at 

1  Donohoe  v.  Gamble,  38  CaL  350;  Cal.  Civ.  Ck)de,  sees.  2967,  3011. 
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dollars  per  foot  fronting  on  said street,  for 

said  work  done  thereon,  iu  front  thereof,  and  the  further  sum 

of dollars  for  its  proportion  of  the  expense  of  said 

work  done  on  the  crossing  of street  and street. 

VI.  That  on  the day  of ,  18-  • ,  the  said  [su- 
perintendent of  streets,  or  other  proper  officer]  duly  issued  and 
delivered  a  certain  warrant,  with  said  assessment  and  diagram, 
to  the  plaintiff;  that  a  copy  of  said  warrant  is  hereunto  attached 
and  made  a  part  of  this  complaint;  that  said  warrant,  diagram, 
and  assessment  were,  on  said  last-mentioned  day,  all  duly  re- 
corded by  said  superintendent  in  his  office,  in  a  book  kept  by 
him  for  such  purpose,  to  wit,  in 

VII.  That  afterwards,  and  within  ten  days  after  the day 

of ,  18 . . ,  with  and  by  virtue  of  said  warrant,  assess- 
ment, and  diagram,  said  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  said 
sums  so  assessed  on  said  premises  from  the  defendant;  that  he 
refused,  and  still  does  refuse  to  pay  the  same,  and  has  not  paid 
any  part  thereof. 

VIII.  That  thereafter,  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  said 

warrant,  to  wit,  on  the  ....  day  of j  18. . ,  the  same 

was  duly  returned  to  the  said  superintendent  with  a  return 
thereon,  signed  by  said  plaintiff  and  verified  by  his  oath,  stating 
the  nature  and  character  of  the  demand  as  set  forth  aforesaid, 
and  whether  any  of  the  said  assessments  remained  unpaid  in 
whole  or  in  part,  and  the  amount  of  said  assessments  so  unpaid 
were  fully  stated,  as  also  the  fact  that  said  sum  of  money  so 
assessed  on  the  lot  of  land  above  described  had  been  demanded 
as  stated  aforesaid,  and  still  remained  unpaid. 

IX.  That  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  the  said  superintendent  duly  recorded  the  said  return,  so 
made  upon  said  warrant,  in  the  margin  of  the  record  of  said 
warrant  and  assessment,  and  also  the  original  contract  referred 
to  therein,  at  full  length  in  a  book  kept  by  him  for  that  purpose 
in  his  office,  and  signed  the  said  record. 

X.  That  more  than  fifteen  days  have  elapsed  since  the  day  of 
the  date  of  said  warrant,  and  no  person  has  appealed  to  said 
board  of  supervisors  concerning  the  acts,  proceedings,  or  deter- 
mination of  said  superintendent  in  relation  to  said  work,  con- 
tract, diagram,  warrant,  or  assessment,  or  either  of  them. 

XI.  That  all  the  acts  of  said  superintendent  herein  mentioned 
and  referred  to,  were  done  by  him  in  his  official  character  of 
superintendent  of  public  streets  and  highways  of  said  county. 
And  that  said  sum  of dollars,  being  the  sum  assessed  by 
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him  on  said  lot  of  land  hereinbeforo  described,  bas  not  been 
paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  but  still  remains  due  and  unpaid, 
although  the  same  has  been  demanded  as  stated  aforesaid,  with 
the  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  one  per  cent  per  month,  from 
the day  of ,  18 . .  "Wherefore  the  plaintiff  de- 
mands judgment  for dollars,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 

one  per  cent  per  month,  from  the    . . .  day  of >  18. . , 

and  that  said  sum  be  adjudged  a  lien  against  the  lot  of  land 
described  aforesaid,  and  that  said  lot  of  land  be  adjudged  and 
decreed  to  be  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  same,  and  that  the 
same  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  the  amount  found  due  the  plaintiff. 


CHAPTER   II. 

COMPLAINTS  FOR  NUISANCES. 

§  2883.    For  Erecting  a  Nuisance. 

Form  No.  668, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is,  and  at  all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 

the  owner  and  possessed  of  the  house  and  lot  number , 

street, 

II.  That  the  defendant  was  also  then  and  there  the  owner 
and  possessed  of  certain  other  premises  contiguous  to  [or  in  the 
vicinity  of]  plaintiff's  said  premises. 

III.  That  the  defendant  on  or  about  the day  of , 

18 . . ,  erected  on  his  said  premises  a  slaughter-house  and  cattle 
pens,  and  furnaces  and  vats  for  making  lard  and  tallow,  and 
thereafter  kept  in  his  said  pens,  and  slaughtered  in  his  said 
slaughter-house  large  numbers  of  cattle  and  hogs,  and  made 
thereat  tallow  and  lard,  and  thereby  and  by  means  of  said  several 
acts  and  things  caused  noxious  and  offensive  smells,  and  loud 
and  offensive  noises,  and  tainted  and  corrupted  the  atmosphere 
so  as  to  render  the  dwelling-house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff 
unfit  for  habitation,  and  compelled  plaintiff  to  remove  from  and 
abandon  the  same,  and  thereby  also  prevent  him  from  renting 
or  otherwise  receiving  any  income  therefrom  [if  other  special 

damage  accrued,  state  it],  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 

dollars. 

"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  main- 
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taining  or  using  the  said  building  as  a  slaughter-house,  or 
otherwise,  to  the  nuisance  of  the  plaintiff,  or  permitting  it  to  be 
60  used. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  recover  from  the  defendant 

dollars  damages,  and  his  costs. 

§  2384.    For  Abatement  of  a  Nuisance. 

Form  No.  669,  * 

[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is,  and  at  all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 
the  owner  in  fee  of  [the  house  and  lot  !No , street, 

]• 

II.  That  the  defendant  is,  and  at  all  the  said  ^times  was,  the 

owner  in  fee  of   [the  lot  No , street, , 

adjoiojing  said  property]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

erected  upon  his  said  lot  a  slaughter-house,  and  still  maintains 
the  same;  and  from  that  day  until  the  present  time  has  con- 
tinually caused  cattle  to  be  brought  and  killed  there  [and  has 
caused  the  blood  and  offal  to  be  thrown  into  the  street  opposite 
the  said  house  of  the  plaintiff,  or  as  the  case  may  be], 

rV.  That  the  plaintiff  has  been  compelled  by  reason  of  the 
premises  to  abandon  the  said  house,  and  has  been  unable  to 
rent  the  same. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  that  the  said 
nuisance  be  abated.^ 

§  2385.    For  Abatement  of  a  Niiisanoe  Causing  Noise. 

Form  No,  610. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  II.  [Allege  as  in  form  No.  568.] 

m.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18. . . ., 

the  defendant  erected  on  his  said  lot  a  factory  and  put  a  steam 
trip  hammer  therein,  and  e^er  since  has  owned  and  operated 
said  factory,  for  manufacturing  purposes,  and  in  so  doing  has 
used  said  trip  hammer  almost  daily. 

IV.  That  the  use  of  said  trip  hammer  makes  so  loud  a  noise 
as  to  render  it  impossible,  while  it  is  being  operated,  to  hear 
ordinary  conversation  in  the  plaintiff's  said  house,  and  causes 
great  annoyance  to  him  and  his  family. 

V.  That  plaintiff,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

notified  the  defendant  that  such  use  of  said  trip  hammer  was  a 

^  Tliis,  in  substance,  is  taken  from  the  New  York  Code  Comniissionerf* 
Book  of  Forms. 
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nuisance,  for  said  reasons,  and  requested  him  to  discontinue  its 
use,  but  the  defendant  refused  so  to  do. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  that  the  said 
nuisance  be  abated. 

§•2386.  Action  to  Abate  Nuisance. — ^In  the  absence  of 
statutory  changes,  the  action  to  abate  a  nuisance  is  "  a  case  in 
equity,"  and  from  judgment  rendered  in  it  an  appeal  lies.^ 
Under  the  peculiar  wording  of  section  5,  article  6,  of  the  Cali- 
fornia statute  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  the  superior  court  of 
actions  to  prevent  or  abate  a  nuisance,  the  court  sits  as  a  special 
and  not  as  an  equitable  tribunal.  In  such  actions,  therefore, 
when  a  trial  is  had  before  a  jury,  and  a  general  verdict  for 
damages  is  given  for  the  plaintiff,  the  judgment  may  order  an 
abatement  of  the  nuisance.  The  findings  of  the  jury  in  such 
case  are  not  merely  advisory  upon  the  court.^  An  action  for  a 
nuisance  is  not  abated  or  barred  by  a  subsequent  abatement  of 
the  nuisance  by  the  plaintiff.'  Nor  does  the  abatement  of  a 
nuisance  prejudice  the  right  of  any  person  to  recover  damages 
for  its  past  existence.*  But  as  the  county  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  action  for  damages  except  as  an  incident  to  the  power 
to  abate,  the  abatement  before  suit  brought  deprives  that  court 
of  the  jurisdiction  for  any  purpose.* 

§  2387.  Definitions  of  Nuisances. — A  nuisance  is  any- 
thing which  is  injurious  to  health,  or  is  indecent  or  offensive  to 
the  senses,  or  an  obstruction  to  the  free  use  of  property,  so  as 
to  interfere  with  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  life  or  property, 
or  unlawfully  obstructs  the  free  passage  or  use,  in  the  custom- 
ary manner,  of  any  navigable  lake,  or  river,  bay,  stream,  canal,  or 
basin,  or  any  public  park,  square,  street,  or  highway.*  A  public 
nuisance  is  one  which  affects  at  the  same  time  an  entire  commiu- 
nity  or  neighborhood,  or  any  considerable  number  of  persons, 
although  the  extent  of  the  annoyance  or  damage  inflicted  upon 
individuals  may  be  unequal.^  Every  nuisance  not  included  in 
the  definition  of  the  last  section  is  a  private  nuisance.*  Nothing 
which  is  done  or  maintained  under  the  express  authority  of  a 

'  People  V.  !Moore,  29  Cal.  427.  but  see  sec.  18,  Code  C.  P.     Section 

*  Learned  v.  Castle,  3  West  Coast  731  Id.  gives  an  action  to  abate,  and 
Piep.  154.  sees.  3495  and  3502  of  the  Civil  Code 

^  Call  V.  Buttrick,  4  Cush.  345.  authorize  the  abatement,  when  it  caa 

*  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec,  3484.  be  done  without  committing  a  breach 

*  Grigsby  v.  Clear  Lake  Water  Co.,  of  the  peace,  without  bringing  an  ac- 
40  Cal.  3I)G.     It  was  held  in  Stiles  v.  tion. 

Laird,  5  Id.  122,  that  the  statute  did        •California  Civ.  Code,  sec,  3479. 
not  take  away  any  common-law  rem-        'Id.,  sec.  3480. 
edy  for  the  abatement  of  nuisances;        ^Id.,  sec.  3481. 
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statute,  can  be  deemed  a  nuisance.^  The  fact  whether  a  struc- 
ture is  a  public  nuisance  is  a  question,  not  for  the  court,  but 
for  the  jury.'  All  encroachments  upon  privileges  which  are 
open  to  the  whole  community,  though  they  may  have  been  un- 
interruptedly prolonged,  are  nevertheless  liable  to  be  sup- 
pressed.'   A  public  nuisance  can  never  be  legitimated.* 

§  2388.  Building  Adjacent. — ^Under  the  civil  law,  if  a  man 
build  a  house  upon  land  of  his  own  and  sell  it,  neither  he  nor 
a  subsequent  grantee  can  build  on  their  land  adjacent  so  as  to 
destroy  windows  which  .were  a  necessary  and  essential  part  of 
the  house. ^  But  if  he  has  sold  the  vacant  lot  and  kept  the 
Louse,  without  reserving  the  benefit  of  the  lights,  the  vendee 
might  build  against  his  house.'  If  two  men  own  adjoining  lots, 
and  one  of  them  has  erected  a  brick  building  on  his  lot,  the 
wall  of  which  leans  so  as  to  project  over  the  lot  of  the  other, 
and  over  a  low  wooden  building  thereon,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
raising  and  repairiug  of  the  wooden  building,  the  brick  wall  is  a 
nuisance,  and  its  maintenance  imports  damage  to  the  other  party, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  brick  wall  is  safe  and  secure.^ 

§  2389.  Bridge.— The  fact  that  a  bridge  is  a  great  public- 
benefit  will  not  prevent  its  being  a  nuisance  if  it  obstruct  navi- 
gation.* A  bridge  over  a  navigable  stream,  erected  for  public 
purposes,  and  producing  a  public  beuefit,  and  leaving  a  reason- 
able space  for  the  passage  of  vessels,  is  not  a  nuisance.'  If  au 
abutment  to  a  bridge  is  wrongfully  built  in  the  channel  of  a 
stream,  the  remed}',  if  any  exists,  is  against  him  by  whom  the 
injury  was  committed.''*  The  state  of  Pennsylvania,  as  the 
proprietor  of  j^ublic  works,  suffered  special  damage  in  its  prop- 
erty by  reason  of  a  bridge  across  the  Ohio  river,  and  this  dam- 
age continued  from  day  to  day,  was  not  capable  of  proof,  and 
computation  in  each  item  thereof,  and  so  was  not  reparable  by 

*  Califoniiri  Civil  Code,  sec.  3482.        Moo.  &  M.  390;  Compton  v.  Eicliards, 
Toorlc  V.Davidson,  30  Cal.  3S3.        1  Price,  27;  Story  v.  Odin,  12  Mass. 

*  Vv  eld  V.  Hornby,  7  East,  IUj;  Car-  157;    see    also    Canhani    v.    Fi^k,    2 
tcr  V.  ]\lurcott,  4  Burr.  21G3;  Kuox  v.  Crom]).  &  J.  120;  2  Tyrw.  150. 
Chalouer,  42  Ale.  156.  ^  Tenant  v.  Gold  win,  2  Ld.  Kayra. 

*  Ang.  on  Watercourses,  430;  Wool-  10.53. 

rych'a  Law  of  Waters,  270;  Knox  v.  ^  Meyer  v.  Metzlcr,  51  Cal.  142. 

Chaloncr,  42  Mc.   K'/O;    llenwick   v.  «  King  v.  Ward,  4  Ad.  &  M.  3S4; 

Morrii-.,  3  Hill,  G21;  Coates  v.  Alayor  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling  &  JJdmont 

etc.,    7    Cow.    585;    People   v.    Cun-  Bri-l^^c  Co.,  13  How.  518. 

ninghani,    1    Dcnio,    530;    Common-  '^  Missiysij)!-!  &  Mo.   R.  R.  Co.  v. 

wta.tli  V.  Upton,  G  Gray,  473;  Wood-  "Ward,  2  Black,  485;  Works  v.  Junc- 

niff  V.  T^crth  Bloomiield  etc.  Co.,  1  tion  Railroad,  5  McLean,  42.3;  Pcnn- 

Wcst  Co:u.t  licp.  1C3.  sylvania    v.    Wlicelin^jr    &    Belmont 

'Palmer  v.    l-letchcr,  1   Lev.    122;  Bridrrc  Co.,  13  How.  519. 

Sid.  1G7;  1  Koble,  553;  Rosewcll  v.  ^ogrowell  v.  Sonoma  Co.,  25  CaL 

Prior,  G  Mod.  IIG;  Coutte  v.  Gorham,  313. 
£rkb.  Vol.  11—11 
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the  course  of  the  common  law;  it  was  held  that  a  bill  in  equity 
by  the  state,  to  enjoin  the  bridge  as  a  public  nuisance,  could  be 
maintained.^ 

§  2390.  Corporations. — ^If  a  corporation  is  disturbed  in  the 
enjoyment  of  its  franchise  or  incorporeal  right,  such  a  disturb- 
ance is  technically  a  nuisance.'  Thus,  a  toll-bridge  corpoi-ation 
may  restrain  a  city  from  unlawfully  laying  out  its  bridge  as  a 
highway.'  So,  a  railroad  company  which  is  unlawfully  dis- 
turbed in  the  enjoyment  of  its  francise  may  maintain  a  bill  for 
an  injunction  as  of  a  nuisance.*  • 

§  2391.  Easement. — A  liberty,  privilege,  or  advantage  in 
laud,  without  profit  existing  distinct  from  an  ownership  in  the 
soil,  is  an  easement.^  So,  the  right  to  use  a  public  highway  is 
a  public  easement.'  A  private  easement  is  a  privilege,  service, 
or  convenience,  by  prescription,  grant,  or  necessary  implication, 
and  without  profit,  as  a  way  over  his  land,  a  gateway,  a  water- 
course, and  the  like.^  An  easement  may  be  created  by  grant, 
or  it  may  be  acquired  by  prescription.  The  grant  may  be 
either  express  or  implied.  A  reservation  of  an  easement  in  the 
deed  by  which  the  lands  are  conveyed  is  equivalent  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  creation  of  the  easement  to  an  express  grant  of  the 
easement  by  the  grantee  of  the  lands.^  The  right  of  landing 
with  and  drawing  seines  upon  another's  land  is  an  easement;* 
and,  therefore,  may  be  acquired  by  prescription,  like  a  right  of 
way.*" 

§  2392.  Injunction. — A  nuisance  existing  under  a  local  law, 
if  it  amounts  not  to  a  national  one,  will  not  be  enjoined  by  the 
X3uited  States  circuit  court."  Although  indictment  is  the 
proper  remedy  in  the  case  of  a  public  nuisance,  yet  when  it  is 
obviously  necessary  that  such  a  nuisance  should  be  io^mediately 
suppressed,  a  court  of  chancery  may  interfere  by  injunction 
until  process  by  indictment  can  be  put  in  motion."  The  plaint- 
iff is  entitled  to  an  injunction  at  once,  unless  the  removal  of  the 

1  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling  &  Bel-  •  Peck  v.  Smith,  1  Conn.  103,  132; 

mout  Bridge  Co.,  13  How.  518.  Smith's  Lead.  Caa.  98. 

« Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  '  Kitch.  105;  3  Cru.  Dig.  484;  Ser- 

Bridge,  G  Pick.  376;   Boston  Water  vitudcs  of  Civil  Law  Inst.  2,  3;  1  Burr. 

Power  V.  Boston  and  Wore.  R.R.  Co.,  Diet.  530. 

16.1(1.  512.  8  Wagner  v.  Hanna,  38  Cal.  116. 

•Cent.  Bridge  v.  Lowell,  4  Gray,  » Hart  v.  Hill,  1  Whart.  138. 

474.  *•*  Ang.  on  Watercourses,  77 ;  see  CaL 

*  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Wan-en  Civ.  Code,  sec.  55*2,  and  sees.  801 -SI  1. 

Bridge,  6  Pick.  370;  Boston  and  Low-  i^Griffing  v.  Gibb,  1  McAll.  212. 

.ell  R.  11.  Co.  V.  Salem  and  Lowell  R.  "  Ang.  on  Watercourees,  751 ;  Rowe 

R.  Co.,  2  Gray,  1.  v.  Granite  Bridge,  21  Pick.  344;  Den- 

«»Ponieroy  v.  Mills,  3  Vt.  279;  1  ver  v.  Mullen.  2  West  Coast  Rep.  852. 
Xrabb's  Real  Prop.  125. 
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nuisance  is  pbysicallj  impossible.  Also,  to  prevent  a  threat- 
ened injury  to  his  right  of  way.^  The  common-law  remedy  for 
a  public  nuisance  will  not  be  affected  by  a  statute  imposing  a 
penalty  for  the  offense  unless  an  intent  is  conceived  to  exclude 
these  remedies.'  An  injunction  will  issue  notwithstanding  the 
injury  is  occasional,  as  from  the  burning  of  brick  kilns;  nor  will 
it  make  any  difference  that  the  property  injured  consists  of  or- 
namental trees;  articles  of  luxury  are  as  much  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  law  as  articles  of  necessity.' 

§  2393.  Jurisdiction  of  Action  concerning  Nuisances. 
The  statute  of  California,  defining  what  are  nuisances,  and  pre- 
scribing a  remedy  by  action,  does  not  take  away  any  common- 
law  remedy  in  the  abatement  of  the  nuisances  which  the  statute 
does  not  embrace.^  The  county  courts  formerly  had  original 
jurisdiction  of  actions  to  prevent  or  abate  a  nuisance.'  The 
action  is  not  a  **  special  case."*  The  superior  courts  have  con- 
stitutional jurisdiction  of  cases  of  nuisances.  The  grant  of 
such  jurisdiction  by  statute  to  the  other  courts  can  not  take 
away  the  constitutional  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts.^  A 
court  of  chancery  can  not  make  a  decree  to  restrain,  or  give 
compensation  for  a  nuisance  or  tort  to  real  property  lying  in 
another  jurisdiction;  hence  it  can  not  entertain  a  bill  by  one 
railroad  corporation  to  restrain  another  from  doing  acts  continu- 
ally injurious  to  the  estate  and  franchise  of  the  complainants  by 
crossing  their  railroad  and  intruding  within  their  exclusive 
limits,  if  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.'  But  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  may  be  maintained  in  the  state  in  which  the 
property  injured  is  situated,  although  the  business  which  occa- 
sions the  injury  is  carried  on  upon  lands  in  another  state.'  In 
a  suit  for  the  abatement  of  a  nuisance,  a  court  of  equity,  confin- 
ing its  inquiries  within  the  limits  of  its  local  jurisdiction,  must 
be  governed  by  the  same  rules  which  a  court  of  law  would  act 
upon  in  trying  an  indictment  for  the  same  nuisance.^*^  Where  a 
bill  is  brought  in  a  federal  court  to  abate  a  nuisance,  the  juris- 
diction is  tested  by  the  value  of  the  object  to  be  gained  by  the 

'  Tuolumne  W.  Co.  v.  Chapman,  8  ^  Yolo  v.  Sacramento,  36  Cal.  193; 

Cal.  392;  Kittle  v.  Pfeififer,  22  Id.  491.  Courtwright  v.  B.  R.  A.  W.  and  M. 

•Renwick  v.  Morris,  7  Hill,  575.  Co.,  30  Id.  573. 

In  what  cases  will  equity  enjoin  a  ®  Northern   Indiana  R.  R.  Co.    v. 

nuisance:  See  Parker  v.  Woolen  Com-  Michigan  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  15  How. 

pany,  2  Black,  545.  233. 

»  Campl>ell  v.  Seaman,  63  N.  Y.  568.  »  Ruckman  v.  Green,  16  N.  Y.  Sup. 

♦Stiles  V.  Laird,  5  Cal.  122.  Ct.  {9  Hun),  22.'). 

*  People  V.  Moore,  29  Cal.  427.  '"Mississippi   and    Missouri  R.   R. 

•  Parsons  v.    Tuolumne  W.  Co.,  5  Co.  v.  Ward,  2  Black,  485. 
CaL43. 
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bill,  and  that  object  is  the  removal  of  the  nuisance.'  In  cases 
of  private  nuisance,  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of.  equity  and 
courts  of  law  is  concurrent,  though  many  cases  will  sustain  an 
action  at  law  which  would  not  justify  relief  in  equity.' 

§  2394.  Nuisance  and  Trespass— Distinotion.— The  dis- 
tinction between  nuisance  and  trespass  is,  that  nuisance  is  only 
a  consequence  or  result  of  what  is  not  directly  or  immediately 
injurious,  but  its  effect  is  injurious,  while  trespass  is  a  direct 
and  immediate  invasion  of  property.' 

§  2395.  Parties  Plaintifif. — Such  action  may  be  brought  by 
any  person  whose  property  is  injuriously  aflfected,  or  whose  per- 
sonal enjoyment  is  lessened  by  the  nuisance.^  A  common  nui- 
sance being  deemed  an  injury  to  the  whole  community,  every 
person  in  the  community  is  supposed  to  be  aggrieved  by  it,  and 
has  the  right  to  abate  it  without  regard  to  the  question  whether 
it  is  an  immediate  obstruction  or  injury  to  him.**  A  private  nui- 
sance is  one  which  only  injures  a  particular  individual  or  class 
of  individuals,  and  can  be  abated  only  by  him  who  suffers  from 
it.®  And  an  action  to  abate  can  be  maintained  only  by  the 
owner  in  fee  of  the  premises  injured,  against  the  owner  in  fee 
of  the  premises  on  which  the  nuisance  exists.^  But  a  tenant 
in  common  may  maintain  such  action  without  joining  his  co- 
tenaut  as  a  party  plaintiff  or  defendant."  A  public  nuisance 
being  the  subject  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  ordinary  and 
regular  proceeding  at  law  is  by  indictment  or  information  by 
which  the  nuisance  may  be  abated,  and  the  person  who  caused 
it  may  be  punished.'  If  any  particular  individual  shall  have 
sustained  special  damage  from  the  erection  of  it,  the  special 
and  private  injury  resulting  from  a  nuisance  is  the  only  ground 
on  which  a  private  individual  can  ask  for  relief  against  it.** 
Several  persons  having  independent  claims  to  relief  may  join  in 
a  suit  to  restrain  a  nuisance  which  affects  the  respective  claims 
of  both.'^  Certain  obstructions  and  injuries  to  highways  are  de- 
clared to  be  nuisances,  and  an  action  to  abate  the  same  must  be 

'Mississippi  and  Missouri  R.  R.  '  Ellsworth  v.  Putnam,  IG  Barb.  5GS. 

Co.  V.  Ward,  2  Black,  485.  »  Woodruff  v.  North  BloonilicKl  etc. 

'  Parker     v.     Winnipiseogeo     etc.  Co.,  8  Saw.  G28;  Mississippi  etc.  li. 

Woolun  Company,  '2  Biack,  545;  see  R.  Co.  v.  Ward,  2  Black,  435. 

Am.  Const,  of  Cal.  J8C3.  »  Cal.  Penal  Codo,  h-ec.  370  ct  scq. 

*  Aug.  on  Watercourses,  570.  '°  Attorney  General  v.  Cleaver,  18 

*  CahfoiTiia  Code    of  Civil   Proc.,  Ves.  215;  Crowder  v.  Tinkler,  VJ  Id. 
Bcc.  731.  CIG;  Coming   v.   Lowcrrc,  G  Jolins. 

4  Canter  v.  Geary,  1  CaL  4G2;  Civ.  Ch.  439;  12  Pet.  93;  Sjooncr  v.  LIc- 

Co<lc,  Ecc.  3495.  Connell,    1    McLean,   337;    and    S'.*o 

^  Guuter  v.  Geary,  1  Cal.  4C2;  Civ,  Works  v.  Junction  II.  R.,  5  Id.  4l5. 

Code,  sees.  3502-3.  ''  Murray  v.  Ilay,  1  Barb.  Ch.  59. 
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brought  by  the  road  overseer  or  commissioner  of  highways/ 
Such  action  can  not  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  county  as 
plaiiitiff.* 

§  2396.  Parties  Defendant. — ^Wheu  an  owner  contracts  for 
doing  certain  work  upon  his  property,  if  a  nuisance  necessarily 
occurs  in  the  ordini^ry  mode  of  doing  such  work,  the  owner  is 
liuble;  but  if  a  nuisance  happens  by  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
tractor or  his  servants,  the  contractor  alone  is  responsible.' 
In  nn  action  of  nuisance  or  trespass  the  defendant  has  no  right 
to  inquire  into  the  good  faith  of  the  plaintiff's  possession.* 
Where  a  nuisance  is  committed  by  several,  the  plaintiff  may  sue 
any  one  of  those  who  did  the  wrong,  and  the  nou-joinder  of 
the  others  can  not  be  pleaded  in  abatement.^  But  if  the  par- 
ties committing  the  tort  are  joint  owners  of  the  land,  and  the 
tort  consisted  in  the  omission  of  some  act  which  they  are  bound 
as  such  owners  to  perform,  then  all  must  be  joined  in  the 
action.*  If  one  of  two  tenants  in  common  of  a  mill  is  guilty 
of  malfeasance  by  using  it  to  the  nuisance  of  a  stranger,  the 
other  owner,  not  participating,  is  not  liable.^  And  where  sev- 
eral parties  owning  mining  claims  on  the  affluents  of  a  river, 
"work  them  independently  of  each  other  by  the  hydraulic  pro- 
cess in  such  a  manner  that  their  debris  flows  down  into  the  main 
river,  and  becomes  mingled  into  one  indistinguishable  mass, 
passes  on,  and  is  deposited  above  the  course  of  the  river  in  the 
valley  below,  a  bill  in  equity  by  a  party  injured  against  all  the 
parties  thus  contributing  to  the  nuisance  to  enjoin  it  may 
be  maintained.'  So,  also,  any  one  aiding  in  maintaining  a 
nuisance  may  be  joined  with  his  principal,  or  sued  sepa- 
rately.* But  the  liability  of  one  excavating  in  a  street,  and  of 
a  city  negligently  permitting  the  excavation  to  remain  open,  is 
several  and  not  joint.  Consequently  they  can  not  be  joined  iu 
the  same  action.'*^ 

§'2397.  Private  Nuisance. — Where  a  bill  against  a  private 
nuisance  does  not  show  plainly  that  complainant  is  without  a 

»SecCal.  Political  Code,  sees.  2743-  *  Wootlruff   v.    North    Bloomfield 

2747.  etc.  Co.,  8  Saw.  C28,  overruling  Kcyes 

=*  San  Benito  Co.  v.  Whitesidea,  61  v.  Little  York  etc.  Co.,  53  Cal.  7*24; 

Cal.  410.  8C0  also  Hillnian  v.  Newington,    57 

'  Chicago  City  V.  Robbins,  2  Black,  Id.  5(5;   Chipman  v.  Palmer,  77  N. 

418.  Y.  56;  Crossly  v.  Lightower,  3  L.  R. 

*  Ebcrhard    v.    Tuolumne  'Water  Eq.  279. 

Co.,  4  Cal.  308.  "  Losee  v.  Buchanan,  51  N.  Y.  476; 

^  1  Chit.  PI.  75;  Sutton  v:  Clark,  Eastman  v.   St.   Anthony  Falls  etc. 

C  Taunt.  29.  Co.,  12  Minn.  137. 

*^  1  Chit.  PI.  76.  "  Trowbridge    v.    Forepaugh,    14 

^  Au^.  on  Watercourses,  592;  Simp  Mian.  133. 
sou  V.  Scavey,  8  Greenl.  138. 
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remedy  at  law,  it  must  be  dismissed.*  A  distillery  with  styes 
in  which  large  quantities  of  hogs  are  kept,  the  ofifal  from  which 
renders  the  waters  of  a  creek  unwholesome,  and  the  vapors 
from  which  render  a  dwelling  uninhabitable,  is  a  nuisance.*  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  corruption  of  the  atmosphere  be  such 
as  to  be  dangerous  to  health;  it  is  sufiBcient  that  the  effluvia  are 
offensive  to  the  senses,  and  render  habitations  uncomfortable.' 
A  dense  smoke,  laden  with  cinders,  liable  to  continue  twelve 
hours  twice  a  month,  and  to  penetrate  houses  at  distances  of 
from  forty  to  two  hundred  feet,  in  a  part  of  the  town  occupied 
by  mechanics  for  their  homes  and  for  trades  requiring  a  certain 
amount  of  smoke,  is  a  nuisance.^  But  in  view  of  the  damage  to 
very  large  iron  works  which  an  injunction  would  "cause,  and 
where  the  injury  could  be  compensated  for  at  law,  an  injunction 
ought  not  to  be  granted.*  "Where  defendants  built  a  platform 
in  front  of  plaintiff's  lot,  and  on  his  side  of  the  way,  as  plaintiff 
presumptively  owned  to  the  middle  of  the  street,  he  could  main- 
tain a  private  suit.* 

§  2398.  Private  Nuisance — ^Allegations. — ^In  an  action 
for  a  private  nuisance  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  any 
special  damage;  but  in  a  private  action  for  a  public  nuisance 
special  damages  must  be  averred  and  proved.^  It  becomes  the 
gist  of  the  action.® 

§  2399.  Publio  Gaming  House. — A  public  gaming  house 
is  a  nuisance."  A  public  bowling  alley,  kept  in  connection 
with  a  lager  beer  saloon  in  a  populous  town,  in  not  per  se  a 
public  nuisance.*® 

§  2400.  Public  Nuisances. — The  following  have  been  held 
public  nuisances,  viz.:  The  erection  of  a  house  on  a  highway." 
The  appropriation  of  that  part  of  the  river  or  bay  below  low 
water  or  low  tide  is  a  public  nuisance."  Any  obstruction  to  the 
navigation  of  a  public  navigable  stream  is,  upon  established 
principles,  a  public  nuisance.*^  It  does  not  follow  as  a  legal 
conclusion  that  a  wharf  erected  below  high-water  mark  in 
tide  waters,  and  upon   the  soil  thereunder  belonging  to  the 

»  Parker  v.  Woolen  Co.,  2  Black,  »  Baker  v.  BostoB,  12  Pick.  196. 

545.  '  See  United  States  v.  Ismeuard,  1 

■^  Smith  V.  McConathy,  11  Mo.  517.  Cranch  C.  C.  150. 

»  Eamea  v.  N.  E.  Worsted  Co.,  11  "State  v.  Hall,  .3  Vroom,  158. 

Met.  572.  "  Giinter  v.  Gearv.  1  Cal.  467;  Peo« 

*  Ross  V.  Butler,  4  C.  E.  Green,  294.  pie  v.  Davidson,  30  Id.  .383. 

*  Richard's  Appeal,  57  Penn.   105;  ^^'Gunter  v.  Geary,  1  Cal.  462. 

see  also  Rhodes  v.  Dunbar,  Id.   274.  ^'  Mayor  etc.  of  Georgetown  v.  Alex- 

*Higl)ee  v.  Camden  and  Amboy  R.  andria  Canal  Co.,  12  Pet.  91;  Wood- 

R.  Co.,  4  C.  E.  Green,  276.  ruff  v.  North  Bloomtield  etc.  Co.,  1 

^  Smith  V.  McConathy,  11  Mo.  517.  West  Coast  Rep.  183. 
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Btate,  is  a  public  nuisance,  or  an  injury  to  commerce  and  navi- 
gatiou.  Whether  such  a  wharf  is  a  public  nuisance  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact.^  An  injunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  the 
erection  of  a  wharf  in  tide  waters  where  it  is  a  public  nuisance, 
or  will  be  followed  by  some  form  of  irreparable  damage.'  A 
common  scold  is  a  nuisance.'  To  keep  a  large  quantity  of  gun* 
powder  near  where  persons  dwell  is  a  nuisance/  A  house  on 
fire,  or  those  in  the  immediate  vicinity  which  serve  to  com- 
municate the  flames,  is  a  nuisance  which  it  is  lawful  to  abate; 
and  the  private  rights  of  the  individual  yield  to  considerations 
of  general  convenience  and  the  interest  of  society.^  The  con- 
stitutional provision  requiring  payment  for  private  property 
taken  for  public  use  does  not  apply.*  Nor  can  one  who  abates 
such  a  nuisance  be  held  personally  responsible  for  trespass.^ 

§  2401.  Public  Nuisance — When  Action  Lies. — An  ac- 
tion will  not  lie  for  damages  for  a  public  nuisance,  unless 
plaintiff  has  sustained  some  special  damage."  The  facts  that 
the  parties  who  bring  an  action  to  abate  a  nuisance  caused  by 
obstructing  a  public  road,  own  land  fronting  on  the  road,  and 
have  no  other  means  of  access,  do  not  show  such  special  dam- 
age to  the  plaintiffs  in  addition  to  that  sustained  by  the  public 
as  enables  them  to  maintain  the  action.'  The  special  damage 
must  be  such  as  might  legitimately  flow  from  the  nuisance,  and 
must  be  specially  pleaded.*® 

§  2402.  Remedy. — By  judgment  the  nuisance  may  be  en- 
joined or  abated  as  well  as  damages  recovered."  To  entitle  a 
party  to  an  injunction  in  a  case  of  nuisance,  the  injury  to  be 
restrained  must  be  irremediable,  and  such  as  can  not  be  ade- 
quately compensated  by  damages."  In  an  action  to  abate  a 
nuisance- damages  are  only  an  incident  to  the  action,  and  the 

'  People  V.  Davidson,  30  Cal.  379.  Mayor  of  Pittsburg  etc.   v.  Scott,  1 

«Id.  Pa.    St.    309;    Thayer  v.  Boston,  19 

'See  United   States   v.   Royall,  3  Pick.  511;  Myers  v.  Malcolm,  6  Hill, 

Cranch  C.  C.  (320.  292;  Woodrutf  v.  North   Bloomfield 

*  Myers  v.  Malcolm,  6  Hill,  292;  etc.  Co.,  1  West  Coast  Eep.  183.  For 
Bardcn  v.  Crocker,  10  l*ick.  388;  Lan-  rules  which  govern  a  court  of  equity 
sing  V.  Smith,  4  Wend.  9;  Harrison  in  a  suit  for  the  abatement  of  a  nui- 
V.  Sterett,  4  Har.  &  M.  540;  Story  v.  sance,  see  Mississippi  and  Missouri 
Hammontl,  4  Ohio,  376;  Shaw  v.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ward,  2  Black,  485. 
Cummiakcy,  7  Pick.  76.  •  Aram  v.  Schallcnberger,  41  Cal. 

*  Surocco  v.  Geaiy,  3  CaL  73.  449. 

•Id.  »0L.  T.  Co.  V.  S.  W.  W.  R.  Co., 

'Id.  41  Cal.  504, 

"Comyns*  Dig.,  Nuisances;  9  Code       "Will  v.'  Sinkwitz,    41   Cal.- 594; 

R^p.  112;  Butterlield  v.  Forrester,  11  Cal.  Co<le  C.  P.,  sec.  731. 
East,  61;  King  v.  Director**,  etc.,  12       '"-^Middleton  v.    Franklin,    3    Cal 

Id.  432;  Rose  v.  Miles,  4  Man.  &  Scl.  241. 
101;  Stetson  v.  Faxon,  19  Pick.  147; 
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failure  to  recover  ibem  does  not  affect  the  question  of  costs.* 
Courts  of  equity,  pursuing  the  analogy  of  the  law  that  a  party 
way  maintain  a  private  action  fur  special  damages,  even  in  the 
case  of  public  nuisance,  will  grant  an  injunction  against  a 
public  nuisance  at  the  instance  of  a  private  person,  where  he 
is  in  imminent  danger  of  suffering  a  special  injury,  for  which, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  law  would  not  afford 
an  adequate  remedy.  But  the  plaintiff  in  such  case,  to  main- 
tain his  suit  in  equity,  must  aver  and  prove  an  individual  injury.' 
Where  an  individual  is  damaged  by  a  public  nuisance,  he  has 
the  same  remedy  as  when  injured  by  a  private  nuisance.'  And 
plaintiff  must  prove  that  the  damage  he  has  sustained  '*  is  not 
common  to  others."*  ♦ 

§  2403.  Riparian  Proprietor. — Where  a  river  is  made  a 
boundary  to  the  land,  the  grantee  becomes  a  riparian  proprietor, 
and  is  entitled  to  the  land  the  river  covers,  ad  filam  medium 
aqucBf  and  any  (in  case  of  a  grant)  subsequent  grantee  under 
the  same  description  is  alike  entitled.^ 

§  2404.  Steam  Engine  in  Cellar. — The  erection  of  a  steam 
engine  and  machinery  and  a  grist-mill  in  the  cellar,  under  an 
auction  store,  held  not  to  be  such  an  injury  as  to  require  a 
restraining  power  of  the  court;  at  least  not  until  the  question 
of  nuisance  shall  be  determined  by  a  jury,  and  even  then  the 
remedy  at  common  law  is  adequate.^ 

§  2405.  Street  Railroads. — Where  a  railroad  track  is  on  a 
public  street,  owners  of  property  in  the  vicinity,  to  sustain  a 
complaint  against  its  construction,  must  establish  that  it  is  a 
public  nuisance,  and  that  they  have  sustained  special  damage.^ 
Where  a  company  is  authorized  by  law  to  construct  a  street 
railroad  with  switches  and  turnouts,  the  presumption  of  law  is 
that  the  switches  and  turnouts  are  necessary,  and  the  burden 
of  proving  that  they  are  a  nuisance  is  cast  on  the  plaintiff.^  In 
an  action  by  an  owner  and  occupant  of  a  lot  fronting  on  a 

*  Hudson  V.  Doyle,  6  Cal.  102;  *  Ang.  on  Watercourses,  19;  People 
affirmed  in  CartwTight  v.  B.  11.  A.  W.  v.  Canal  Appraisers,  13  Wend.  3oo; 
M.  Co.,  30  Id.  570.  17  Id.  571;  Ex  parte  Jennings,  6  Cow. 

'Crowder  v.  Tinkler,  19Ves.  616;  548;  Commissioners  v.  Kempshall,  26 

Corning  v.  Lowerre,  6  Johns.  Ch.  439;  Wend.  404. 

Mississippi  and  Missouri  R.  K.  Co.  v.  ^  Middle  ton   v.    Franklin,    3    Cal. 

Ward,  2  Black,  485.  241 ;    see    Saltonstall   v.    Banker,    8 

MVelton   V.   Martin,    7   Mo.    307;  Gray,  195. 

Stetson  V.Faxon,  19 Pick.  147; Thayer  'Black  v.  Philadelphia  &  Reading 

V.  Boston,  Id.  511;  Shaw  v.  Cununis-  R.  R.  Co.,  58  Penn.  249;  Severy  v.  C. 

key,  7  Id.  76;  Holman  v.  Inhabitants  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  51  Cal.  194. 

etc.,  13  Met.  297.  ®  Carson  v.  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  35  CaL 

*  Co.  Lit.  56  a;  Stetson  v.  Faxon,  325. 
19  Pick.  155. 
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street  for  special  damages  by  reason  of  a  nuisance  caused  by 
tbe  obstruction  of  the  public  street  in  front  of  the  lot,  testi- 
mony as  to  the  market  value  of  the  lot,  and  the  effect  of  the 
nuisance  as  to  such  market  value,  is  not  admissible.^ 

§  240G.  Verdict,  Efi^ct  of. — In  an  action  to  abate  a  nui- 
sance, a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  is  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  judgment  abating  tbe  same.'  So  if  special  Undiugs 
are  not  inconsistent  with  it.' 

§  2407.  Prior  Action  at  Ijav7. — In  general,  courts  of  equity 
do  not  take  jurisdiction  iu  cases  of  nuisance  until  the  party  ag- 
grieved has  established  his  right  by  an  action  at  law,  unless 
some  special  ground  is  shown,  such  as  irreparable  injury,  mul- 
ti23licity  of  •suits,  or  the  like.* 

§  2408.  Who  Liable. — The  author  of  a  nuisance  is  answer- 
able for  all  the  damages  thereof,  and  after  a  recovery  of  dam- 
ages for  its  erection,  another  action  may  be  maintained  for  its 
continuance.  Each  continuance  is  a  new  nuisance.^  So  that, 
if  a  person  erects  a  mill,  to  the  nuisance  of  another,  eyery 
occupier  of  it  afterwards,  who  permits  a  continuance  of  the 
nuisance,  is  subject  to  an  action.'  If  the  purchaser  be  igno- 
rant of  the  consequences  and  damage  occasioned  he  must  have 
notice  of  it,  and  a  request  must  be  made  to  remove  the  nui- 
sance before  an  action  can  be  brought.^  But,  of  course,  where 
the  nuisance  is  committed  by  the  defendant  himself,  no  notice 
or  request  of  removal  before  action  is  necessary.*  The  person 
whose  duty  it  was  to  remove  the  nuisance,  or  to  keep  a  hole 
protected,  is  alone  liable.'  A  landlord  is  liable  to  his  tenant 
for  injury  from  the  bursting  of  a  defective  sewer.^' 

§  2409.    For  Continuance  of  a  Nuisance. 

Foi^m  No,  511, 
[Title.] 

Tiie  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is,  and  at  all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 

the  owner  and  possessed  of  [the  house  and  lot  No , 

street,  ]. 

'  Severy  v.  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  51  Cal,  history  of  the  jurisdiction  of  courts 

194.  of  equity  in  these  cases. 

*  Blood    v.    Light,    31     Cal.    116;        *  Aug.  on  Watercourses,  587. 
Learuetl    v.    Castle,    3    West    Coast        ®  Id.,  588,  anil  cases  there  cited;  see 
Kcp.  )54.  Ellsworth  v.  Putnam,  IG  Barb.  565. 

*  Blood  V.  Light,  31  Cal.  115.  '  Ang.  on  Watercourses,  590. 

*  Parker    v.    Winuipiseogeo    Lake        ^  Id. 

Cotton   and  Woolen  Co.,   2    Black,  » Blake  v.  Ferris,  1  Seld:  48. 

645;    Irvviii  v.   Dixion,   9  IIow.    10;  '"^Alston  v.  Grant,  24  Eug.  Law  & 

Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling  and  Bel-  Eq.    122;  Tenant  v.  Goldwin,  2  Ld. 

inont  Bridge  Co.,  13  Id.  518,  5C1;  in  Raym.    1089;    Cooper  v.    Barber,   3 

which  authorities  may  be  found  the  Taunt.  99. 
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[II.  and  III.  follow  form  No.  5G8.] 

IV.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiflf 

requested  the  defendant  to  remove  the  said  [slaugliter-house,  or 

to  cease  usingf  it  for  that  purpose],  but  he  has  not  done  so. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2410.  Allegation  of  Request. — B3'  some  of  the  courts  of 
New  York,  a  request  is  held  necessary  against  a  mere  continues 
of  a  nuisance.*  It  is  difficult,  however,  upon  principle,  to  see 
any  reason  in  the  rule,  if  there  be  such  a  rule,  which  requires 
notice  to  discontinue  the  doing  an  unlawful  act,  before  bringing 
an  action  therefor;  but  "  where  a  private  nuisance  results  from 
a  mere  omission  of  the  wrong-doer,  and  can  not  be  abated  with- 
out entering  upon  his  land,  reasonable  notice  must  be  given 
before  entering  to  abate  it.'"  Where  the  action  is  for  damages 
for  a  nuisance  erected  by  a  previous  owner,  it  should  appear 
that  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  the  defendant  had 
notice  or  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  nuisance,  but 
plaintiff  need  not  prove  a  request  to  abate.' 

§  2411.    Allegation  -where  Land  has  been  Transferred. 

Form  No.  572, 

That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  de- 
fendant A.  B.  conveyed  said  premises  to  the  defendant  C.  D., 
who  ever  since  has  been  in  possession  of  the  same,  and  wrong- 
fully maintains  said  nuisance.     That  on  the day  of , 

18..,  the  plaintiff  requested  him  to  remove  and  abate  the 
same. 

§  2412.  Continuance. — ^Every  continuance  of  an  obstruction 
is  in  itself  an  offense.*  The  action  lies  against  him  who  erects 
a  nuisance,  and  against  him  who  continues  a  nuisance  erected 
by  another.^  And  every  use  of  an  erection  which  is  a  nuisance 
is  a  new  nuisance.  And  one  who  continues  a  nuisance  may  be 
sued  without  notice,  or  a  request  to  him  to  abate  it.* 

§  2413.    For  Obstructing  a  Way. 

Form,  No.  S7S, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains  J  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is,  and  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 

possessed  of  a  house  in  the  town  of ,  county  of 

1  Hubbard  v.  Russell,  24  Barb.  407;  *  Renwick  v.  Moms,  7  Hill,  575. 

but  8(K!,  contra,  Brown  V.  Cayuga  and  *  Staple  v.   Spring,    10  Mass.    72; 

Susq.  R.  R.,  12  N.  Y.  492.  Hodges  v.  Hodges,  5  Met.  205;  Cal. 

^  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3503.     See,  Civil  Code,  sec.  3483. 

also.  Id. ,  sec.  3502.  *  Conhocton  Stone  Co.  v.  Buffalo, 

3Pinueyv.BciTy,61Mo.359;South-  N.  Y.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  52  Barb.  390. 
worth  V.  Scolield,  51  N.  Y.  513. 
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[or  describe  premises],  and  that  the  same  fronted  upon  a  certain 
road  or  bigbway. 

II.  That  be  was  accustomed  to  pass  [witb  vebicles,  or  on  foot] 
along  tbat  certain  bigbway  [or  private  way]  leading  to  bis  said 
bouse. 

III.  Tbat  on  the day  of  ,  18. . ,  the  defend- 
ant obstructed  tbe  said  bigbway,  so  tbat  tbe  plaintiff  could  not 
])nss  [witb  vebicles,  or  on  foot,  as  tbe  case  may  be]  along  said 
bigbway,  and  bas  ever  since  obstructed  tbe  same. 

lY.  [State  special  damage,  if  any.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2414.  Action,  -when  it  Lies. — An  action  to  abate  a  nui- 
sance in  a  bigbway  by  water,  obstructing  tbe  free  use  of  plaint- 
iff's property,  will  lie  tbe  same  as  to  abate  a  nuisance  in  a 
bigbway  by  land.^  If  tbe  free  use  of  bis  property  is  interfered 
witb,  be  may  bave  bis  private  action  to  abate  tbe  same.^  Sucb 
action  may  be  maintained  by  tbe  road  overseer  or  commissioner 
of  bigbways.* 

§  2415.  Bay  or  River  as  a  High^way. — All  tbat  part  of 
a  bay  or  river  below  low  water  or  low  tide,  is  a  public  bigbway, 
common  to  all  citizens,  and  if  any  person  appropriate  it  to  bim- 
self  exclusively,  tbe  presumption  is  tbat  it  is  a  detriment  to  tbe 
public* 

§  2416.  Obstructing  a  Street. — In  an  action  to  abate  a 
nuisance  caused  by  tbe  interference  of  private  individuals  witb 
a  public  road,  neitber  tbe  county  nor  its  supervisors  are  neces- 
sary parties.*  A  person  building  a  storebouse  on  a  street,  wbo, 
in  consequence  of  tbe  city's  raising  tbe  carriage-way  of  tbe 
street,  raises  tbe  sidewalk  so  as  to  make  it  conform  to  tbe 
carriage-way,  tbereby  obtaining  vaults  and  an  area  for  tbe  ben- 
efit of  bis  building,  does  not  do  a  public  work  nor  relieve  bim- 
self  from  tbe  penalty  of  making  a  nuisance,  if  a  nuisance  is  made 
by  wbat  be  does.'  Buildings  erected  on  public  grounds  or 
bigbways,  acquire  no  rigbt,  eitber  on  account  of  time  or  ex- 
penditure.^ It  is  a  nuisauce  to  erect  a  building  on  a  bigbway.'' 
Tbus  defendants  dug  a  deep  bole  on  tbeir  premises  close  to  tlie 
line  of  a  public  street,  and  tbrew  out  eartb  and  stones  upon  tbe 

1  Blanc  V.  Klumpke,  29  CaL  156.  '^Learned  v.  Castle,  3  West  Coast 

«L1.  Rep.  154. 

^  See  California  Political  Code,  sees.  *^  Ilobbina  v.  Chicago  City,  4  Wall. 

274;}-2747.  657. 

Kiuuter'v.    Geary,    1    Cal.    462;  '  Philadelphia  v.  Phil,  and  Reading 

Woodiniffv.NorthBloomfieldetcCo.,  R.  II.  Co.,  58  Penn.  253. 

1  West  Coast  Rep.  183.  sQunter  v.  Geary,  1  Cal.  467. 
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sidewalk;  tbe  plaintiff,  in  trying  to  pass  the  obstruction  on  the 
sidewalk,  went  a  little  upon  tbe  defendant's  land,  fell  into  the 
bole,  and  was  injured;  it  was  a  dark  nigbt,  and  defendants  bad 
provided  no  light;  tbe  plaintiflf  was  using  due  care;  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that,  under  the  above  circumstances,  be  went  upou 
defendants'  laud,  and  was  injured  there,  did  not  bar  bis  ac- 
tion/ If  a  city,  in  tbe  exercise  of  its  right  to  grade  highways, 
creates  a  stagnant  pond  on  a  man's  land,  close  to  his  bouse,  it 
is  liable  in  damages.'''  The  breaking  up  of  a  street  of  a  town 
for  the  purpose  of  laying  gas  pipes,  without  lawful  authority, 
will  be  enjoined  in  equity.*  A  toll-gate  erected  on  a  j)ublic 
highway,  which  belongs  to  a  state  or  people,  is  a  nuisance,  and 
may  be  abated  as  such.^  An  object  which  is  calculated  to 
frighten  a  horse  of  ordinary  gentleness,  is  as  much  of  a  nui- 
sance as  an  obstruction.^ 

§  2417.  Ordinary  Care  to  Avoid. — In  cases  of  obstruction 
to  highways,  the  iDlaintiff  can  not  recover  if  he  did  not  use  ordi- 
nary care  to  avoid  the  injury.*  The  plaintiff  is  not  required  to 
plead  or  prove  any  fact  giving  him  a  title  to  tbe  way.  If  tbe 
defendant  has  any  right  to  interrupt  him,  that  is  a  matter  of  de- 
fense, and  until  be  proves  such  right  he  is  a  wrong-doer.^ 

§  2418.  Relief— Ir\]unction.— That  a  demand  for  damages 
for  obstructing  plaintiff's  way,  and  that  defendants  be  com- 
pelled to  open  the  way,  may  be  united.®  If  the  plaintiff  has 
suffered  a  particular  injury  from  the  obstruction  of  a  public 
way,  a  bill  will  lie  for  an  injunction.' 

§  2419.  Right  of  Way. — A  right  of  way  must  be  by  grant 
or  prescription.  Mere  convenience  gives  no  right."  To  the 
creation  of  a  right  of  way  that  amounts  to  an  easement,  and  not 
merely  to  a  right  of  way  in  gross,  two  tenements  are  necessary, 
the  dominant  to  which  the  right  of  way  belongs,  and  the  servient 
upon  which  tbe  obligation  rests. ^^  In  tbe  one  there  is,  and  in 
the  other  there  is  not  a  dominant  tenement,  though  a  right  of 

» Vale  V.  BUss,  60  Barb.  a58.  148;  1  Vent.  274;  Winford  v.  Wol- 

«  Nevius  V.  City  of  Peoria,  41  111.  laston,  3  Lev.  2CG. 

503.  8  See  Getty  v.  Hudson  River  R   R. 

'Attorney-general    v.    Cambridgo  Co.,  6  How.  Pr.  269;  see  also  Cal. 

Consumers'  Gas  Co. ,  L.  R. ,  G  Eq. ,  282,  Code  C.  P. ,  sec.  731 ,  and  W  ill  v.  Siuk- 

not    following    Attorney -general    v.  witz,  41  Cal.  594. 

Sliefficld  Gas  Consumers' Co.,  3  DeG.  •  Cook  v.  Mayor  of  Bath,  L.  R.   6 

M.  &  G.  304.  Eq.  177;  Kittle  v.   Pfeitfer,  22  Cal, 

*  El  Dorado  Co.  v.  Davison,  30  Cal.  491. 

620;  Wales  v.  Stetson,  2  Mass.  143.  '^Scab^ook  v.  King,   1   Nott  &  M. 

^  Clinton  V.  Howard,  42  Conn.  295.  140;  Lawton   v.   Rivers,  2  J^f cCord, 

«  Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Pick.  621 ;  Irwin  445, 

V.  Sprigg,  6  Gill,  200.  "  Washb.  on  Easemente,  3;  Wolfe 

'  Sec  St.  John  v.  Moody,  2  Lev.  v.  Frost,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  72. 
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■way  may  be  granted  in  gross.  This  is  never  presumed  when  it  can 
fairly  be  presumed  io  be  appurtenant  to  some  other  estate.'  And 
it  must  be  granted  in  writing  describiug  the  interest  conveyed.' 

§  2420.  Special  Damages. — In  a  private  action  for  obstruct- 
iug  a  public  highway,  some  special  damage  must  belaid,  though 
it  is  otherwise  in  respect  to  a  private  way." 

§  2421.    For  Diverting  Water  from  a  Quartz  Mill. 

Form  No,  574, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is,  and  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  was 
possessed  of  a  quartz  mill  capable  of  running  five  stamps,  situ- 
ated [state  where],  on creek,  in  this  state. 

II.  That  for  more  than  live  years  previous  to  the  said  time 
hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  has  had  the  undisputed 
usufructuary  right  to  the  use  of  all  the  water  of  said  creek. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  defend- 
ant erected  a  dam  across  the  bed  of  said  creek  above  the  said 
mill,  and  thereby  diverted  the  water  from  the  said  mill,  and 
ever  since  has  continued  the  same  dam  nnd  obstruction  to  the 
free  flow  of  the  water  in  said  creek,  so  that  less  water  ran  into 
the  plaintiff's  mill. 

IV.  That  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  has  been  unable 
to  run  more  than  two  stamps;  whereas  before  the  said  diversion 
of  water  he  w&s  able  to  run  five  stamps,  to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2422.  Actions  for  Diversion  of  Water.— Such  actions 
are  in  the  nature  of  actions  for  the  abatement  of  nuisances,  and 
may  be  maintained  by  tenants  in  common,  in  a  joint  action.* 

§  2423.  Actual  Appropriation. —  A  water  right  is  only 
acquired  by  an  actual  appropriation  and  use  of  the  water.  The  * 
property  is  not  in  the  corpus  of  the  water,  but  is  only  in  its  use.* 
A  right  may  be  acquired  to  its  use  which  will  be  regarded  and 
protected  as  property.*  But  this  right  carries  with  it  no  specific 
property  iu  the  water  itself.^  Until  a  claimant  is  himself  in  a 
position  to  use  the  water,  the  water  right  does  not  exist  iu  such 
sense  that  the  mere  diversion  and  use  of  the  water  by  another  is 
a  ground  of  action  for  the  conversion.' 

'  Wash,  on  Easements,  28.  *  Parke  v.  Kilham,  8  Cal.  77. 

*  Wagner  v.  Hanna,  3S  Cal.  117.  '  Eddy  v.  Simpson,  3  Cal.  *JID. 

'Lansiiv^  v.  Wiawall,  5  Denio,  *213;  'Kidd  v.  T^aird,  15  Cal.  179. 

Aram  v.  Scliallcnberger,  41  Cal.  449;  '  McDonald  v.  Askew,  20  Cal.  206. 

L.  T.  Co.  V.  S.W.W  11.  Co.,  Id.  6G4.  » Kimball  v.  Gearhart,  12  Cal.  27. 


1 
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§  2424.    Allegation  of  Right  by  Prior  Appropriation. 

Form  No.  575. 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  before  the 

diversion  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  appropriated  all 
the  waters  of  said  gulch  [or  creek]  to  his  use,  and  from  that 
time  till  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  has  enjoyed  the  unin- 
^        teri'upted  use  of  the  same. 
O'Nj^  §  2425.     Appropriation. — The  natural  water  in  a  ravine  on 

\^^^         the  public  lands  belongs  to  the  first  appropriator  thereof,  and 
>^  ^  for  either  a  diversion  or  appropriation  thereof  an  action  will  lie.* 

And  an  appropriation  for  mill  purposes  stands  on  the  same  foot- 
ing.*   And  such  appropriation  can  not  be  constructive.*    And 
^    ^\  it  must  be  for  some  useful  purpose.* 

^sj  §  2426.    Appropriation,  hovr  Effected. — The  erection  of 

a  dam  across  a  natural  watercourse  is  an  actual  appropria- 
tion.* Surveys,  notices,  stakes,  and  blazing  of  trees,  followed 
by  work  and  actual  labor,  without  abandonment,  will,  in  every 
case  w^here  the  work  is  completed,  give  title  to  the  water  over 
subsequent  claimants.'  A  notice  of  intention  to  appropriate 
the  waters  of  a  stream  is  evidence  of  possession,  but  of  itself 
alone  is  not  sufficient.^  The  mere  act  of  commencing  a  ditch 
with  the  intention  of  appropriating,  is  not  sufficient  of  itself.* 
To  acquire  a  prescriptive  right  to  overflow  the  lands  of  another, 
there  must  have  been  an  uninterrupted  enjoyment,  under  claim 
of  right,  for  a  period  of  five  years.' 

§  2427.  Aqueduct  from  Spring. — An  aqueduct  from  a 
spring  in  a  separate  parcel  of  land,  to  a  mill  belonging  to  the 
same  owner,  with  the  right  to  use  the  water  from  the  spring, 
was  reserved  by  implication  to  the  grantor  as  against  his  grant 
of  that  parcel  of  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  without  reservation 
of,  or  reference  to,  the  easement. ^° 

§  2428.  Diversion  a  Nuisance. — To  turn  aside  a  useful 
element  from  premises  is  as  much  a  nuisance  as  to  turn  upon 

'Iloffmftn    v.    Stone,    7    Cal.    49;  « Kimball  v.  Gearhart,  12  Cal.  27. 

affirmed  in  Merced  Min.  Co.  v.  Fre-  ^  Thompson  v.  Lee,  8  Cal.  275. 

mout,  Id.  325;  Butte  Canal  and  Ditch  'Kimball  v.  Gearhart,  12  Cal.  27. 

Co.  V.  Vaughn,  11  Id.  150.  ®Grigsby  v.  Clear  Lake  Water  Co. , 

''McDonald  v.  Bear  River  Co.,  13  40  Id.  396.     As  to  partial  appropri- 

Cal.  220.  ation,  see  Smith  v.  O'Hara,  43   Id. 

»  Kelly  V.  Natoraa  Water  Co. ,  6  Cal.  37 1 . 

105.  ^®  Seymour  v.  Lewis,  2  Beas.   Ch. 

*  Weaver  v.  Eureka  Lake  Co.,  15  439;  citing  Nicholas  v.  Ciiamberlain, 
Cal.  271;  Davis  v.  Gale,  32  Id.  20;  Cro.  Jac.  121;  Lampman  v.  M ilka,  21 
McKinuey  v.  Smith,  21  Id.  374.  N.  Y.  505;  see  also  Hanson  v.  McCue, 

*  Kelly  V.  Natoma  Water  Co.,   6  42  Cal.  303. 
Cal.  105. 


§  2432.  COMPLAINTS  FOR  NUISANCES.  175 

tbem  a  destructive  element.^  It  is  a  private  nuisance.*  So  a 
ditch  to  cany  away  water,  which  was  rightfully  flowiog  to  a 
mining  claim,  is  as  much  a  nuisance  as  a  dam  to  flood  it.' 

§  2429.  Diverting  Water. — An  action  will  lie  by  the  riparian 
proprietor  for  diverting  water  from  a  stream  when  the  same  is 
needed  for  agricultural  purposes.  Proprietors  above  him  may 
use  the  water  for  in-igation,  mills,  or  otherwise,  but  must  return 
it  to  its  natural  channel.*  The  right  of  irrigation  is  limited  by 
the  fact  whether  the  quantity  of  water  in  the  stream  is  materially 
lessened.  The  use  must  be  such  as  returns  the  water  to  the 
channel,  and  does  not  materially  lessen  its  volume,  so  that  the 
proprietor  below  may  have  enough  for  his  purposes.* 

§  2430.  Easements. — Every  person  through  whose  land  a 
natural  watercourse  runs,  has  a  right,  publici  juris,  to  the  ben- 
efit of  it,  for  all  the  useful  purposes  to  which  it  maybe  applied, 
and  no  proprietor  of  land  on  the  same  watercourse,  either 
below  or  above,  has  a  right  unreasonably  to  divert  it  from  flow- 
iog  into  his  premises,  or  obstruct  it  in  passing  from  them,  or  to 
corrupt  or  destroy  it.  It  is  inseparably  annexed  to  the  soil,  not 
as  an  easement  nor  as  an  appurtenance,  but  as  parcel.  Use 
does  not  create  it;  and  disuse  can  not  destroy  or  suspend  it.^ 

§  2431.  Ipjury  must  be  Ck>ntinuing. — No  equitable  rem- 
edy can  be  had  for  a  mere  past  diversion  of  a  watercourse, 
but  when  the  injury  is  continuing,  relief  may  be  sought  in 
equity.''  Where  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendants  had 
dug  a  mining  ditch  above  one  previousl}'  constructed  by  de- 
fendants, and  had  thereby  diverted  the  water  of  the  stream 
from  plaintiff's  ditch,  but  did  not  aver  that  the  injury  was  con- 
tinuing, or  threatened  to  be  continued,  or  likely  to  be  con- 
tinued, it  was  sufficient  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  but  not 
for  an  injunction.^ 

§  2432.  Land  Bounded  by  Pond. — When  land  is  conveyed 
bounding  upon  a  lake  or  pond,  if  it  is  a  natural  pond,  the  grant 
extends  only  to  the  water's  edge.'    But  if  it  is  an  artiflcinl 

1  Parke  v.  Kilham,  8  Cal.  77.  Arnold  v.  Foot,  12  Wend.  330;  Wads- 

*  Tuolumne  Water  Co.  v.  Chapman,  worth  v.  Tillotson,  15  Conn.  'SHQ, 
8  Cal.  397.  *  Seo  Ang.  on  Watercourses,  122; 

'  Parke  v.  Kilham,  8  Cal.  77;  Yolo  consult  also  cases  cited  above. 
Co.  V.  City  of  Sac..  30  Id.  193.  <^  Johnson  v.  Jordan,  2  Met.  239; 

*For  the  law  on  this  subject,  see  Tyler  v.  Wilkinson,  4  Mason,  397; 
Gale  &•  Wheat,  on  Easements,  234;  Embrey  v.  Owen,  6  Exch.  309;  Cross- 
also  Oreenslado  v.  Halliday,  0  Bing.  ley  v.  Lightowler,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  29o. 
379;  Evans  v.  Merriweather,  3  Scam.  '  Tuolumne  Water  Co.  v.  Chapman, 
49C;  Ingraham V.  Hutchinson,  2  Conn.  8  Cal.  392. 

584;  Col  burn  v.  Richards,   13  Mass.        ®Coker  v.  Simpson,  7  Cal.  340. 
420;   Anthony  v.  Lapham,   5  Pick.        •  Ang.  on  Watercourses,  40;  West 

175;  Blauchai-d  v.Baker,8Greeul.253;  Rozbury  v.  Stoddard,  7  Allen,  167. 
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pond,  like  a  mill  pond,  caused  b}'  Ibe  flowing  back  of  the  water 
of  tbe  river,  Ibe  grant  extends  to  tbe  middle  of  the  stream  in 
its  natural  state.*  Wbere  plaintiffs  owned  tbe  water  of  an  arti- 
ficial mill  pond  two  bundred  years  old,  and  defendants  cut 
and  curried  away  ice  from  tbe  same,  botb  parties  claiming  title 
to  tbe  land  covered  by  said  pond,  it  was  beld  tbat,  altbougb 
defendants  owned  to  tbe  middle  of  tbe  original  stream,  tbey 
were  liable,  bavin g  no  more  rigbt  to  take  tbe  ice  tban  tbey 
would  bave  bad  to  divert  tbe  water.* 

§  24:33.  Prescription. — Rigbts  to  tbe  use  of  water  become 
fixed  after  ^ve  years'  appropriation  of  tbe  same; '  and  tbe  use 
of  water  for  tbe  time  limited  by  statute,  witbin  wbicb  an  action 
must  be  commenced  to  determine  tbe  rigbt  to  it^  raises  a  pre- 
sumption of  title.*  But  tbe  burden  of  proving  adverse  posses- 
sion for  five  years,  as  against  a  parly  claiming  a  prior  rigbt, 
rests  on  tbe  party  claiming  tbe  ligbt  by  prescription.* 

§  2434.  Prior  Posseesion.— TIjc  foundation  of  Ibe  rigbt  to 
water  is  tbe  first  poss<  sbion,  and  tbis  rigbt  is  usufructuary,  and 
consif^ts  not  so  mucb  in  tbe  fluid  as  in  its  use.'  Tbe  first  ap- 
propiiator  of  water  of  a  stream  bas  a  rigbt  to  its  use  and  enjoy- 
ment to  tbe  extent  of  bis  original  appropriation;^  for  mining 
purposes;®  or  for  mill  purposes;"  or  for  gardening  purposes.'" 
And  tbat  rigbt  is  not  abandoned  by  turning  it  into  its  natural 
watercourse,  and  mingling  it  witb  tbe  natural  stream,  to  con- 
duct it  to  anotber  point  below."  Nor  for  afterwards  cbanging 
tbe  use  to  wbicb  bo  first  applied  tbe  water." 

§  2435.  Possession,  how  Alleged. — An  averment  in  tbe 
complaint  of  possession  of  tbe  land  and  mill  is  sufficient  against 
a  trespasser,  wiLbout  averring  riparian  ownersbip  or  prior  ap- 
23ropriatiou  of  tbo  water."  A  comi)laint  alleging  tbat  j)lainliff3 
are  tbo  owners  and  in  possession  of  certain  mining  claims  on  a 
certain  stream,  and  are  entitled  to  tbo  natural  flow  of  tbe  waters 

*  State  V.  Gilmanton,  9  N.  II.  4G1;  ^Bcar  River  and  Aulmrn  Water 
Hatborn  v,  8tinf3on,  1  Fairf.  2.>S;  niul  VAn.  Co.  v.  Now  York  Liin.  Co., 
Robiucoii  V.  Vv'hitc,  42  J\Ic.  209;  sco    8  Ciil.  :i27. 

All';,  on  Watorcourecs,  41,  and  cases  "()  it  man  v.  Dixon,  1.3  Cal.  C3. 

thcVc  L-it.d.  "  Ruplcy  v.  Welch,  2,3  Cal.  -1  2. 

^  yiill   IHvcr  V/oolcn  Manufactur-  "  liiutc    Canal  and    Ditch  Co.    v. 

inpc  Co.  V.  Siiiitli,  'M  Conn.  4C2.  Vp.utIiii,  11  Cil.  14.3. 

3Cr:indallv.  Wood.^  8  C:d.  1.3G.  i-L'avis  v.  Cale.   32  Cal.   27;    Mc- 

*  AMcricuu  Co.  V.  Bradford,  1:7  Cal.  Donald  v.  Dear  Ilivcr  Co.,  13  id.  2J0; 
3G0.  Mricrii  v.  Bickncll.  7  Id.  2ol. 

^11.;  .':ccr.l?oCri.':^hy  V.  ClcarLako  ".McDonald  &  Black  Inirii  v.  Boar 

etc.  Co.,  40  Id.  .7)J.  Bivv  r  I:,  Auburn  Water  cb  i".*i:^iii  cCo., 

MMdv  V.  Simpson,  3  CcX  249.  13  C^l.  2-C;  Leigh  Co.  v.  liiJ.  DitcJi 

'BiKt.^   Cannl    and    Ditch  Co.   v.  Co.,  G  Id.  323. 
Vau^liau,  11  Cal.  143. 
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of  the  strenm,  which  had  been  diverted  to  their  injury  b}''  de- 
fendants, sets  forth  a  suflScient  cause  of  action.^  A  general 
allegation  in  the  complaint  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  all  the 
water  flowing  into  the  canyon  at  the  head  of  their  ditch,  entitles 
them  to  prove  a  diversion  of  the  water  from  the  smaller  branch 
of  the  canyon  supplying  water  to  that  point.*  Title  to  the 
water  need  not  be  alleged,  as  possession  is  sufficient  title.' 

§  2436.  Quantity  of  Water. — An  averment  as  to  the  pre- 
cise quantity  of  water  required  for  the  use  of  tbe  mill,  and  to 
which  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled,  is  an  immaterial  averment; 
and  a  recovery  of  damages  would  not  establish  plaintiff's  right 
to  the  exact  quantity  of  water  claimed,  so  as  to  be  res  judicata 
in  a  subsequent  suit.*  Where  the  right  rests  in  contract,  the 
amount  of  water  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  should  be 
alleged  according  to  the  fact.* 

§  2437.  Rights  of  First  Appropriator.— The  rights  of  the 
first  ai)propriator  of  water  are  equally  protected  from  damage 
by  subsequent  appropriators  above  him,  as  well  as  below  him.* 
The  question  to  be  determined  in  controversies  between  prior 
and  subsequent  locators  is,  Has  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
water  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  first  appropriator  claims  it, 
been  impaired  by  the  acts  of  the  subsequent  claimant?^  One 
who  appropriates  water  in  a  stream  for  mining  purposes,  must 
80  use  it  as  not  to  injure  or  destroy  orchards  or  gardens  border- 
ing on  the  stream,  and  located  prior  to  the  appropriation.* 

§  2438.  Riparian  Rights.— The  right  to  water  must  be 
treated,  in  California,  as  a  right  running  with  the  land."  And 
he  to  whom  it  first  comes  has  a  right  to  its  reasonable  use,  as 
for  watering  cattle  and  for  domestic  pui-poses;  but  he  has  no 
right  to  build  a  dam  across  it  and  spread  out  the  water  so  that 
it  is  lost  by  absorption,  and  thereby  injure  another  riparian  pro- 
prietor below.*"  Possession  of  public  lands  gives  a  right  to  the 
use  of  water  for  natural  wants,  but  not  generally  to  divert  it." 

§  2439.  Running  Water. — So  long  as  the  water  of  a  stream 
continues  to  flow  in  its  natural  course,  it  can  not  be  made  the 

*  Leigh  Co.  v.  Intl.  Ditch  Co.,  8  Cal.     Cress.  910;  Shears  v.  Wood,  7  Moore, 
323.  345. 

""Priest  V.  Union  Canal  Co.,  6  Cal.  «  Hill  v.  King,  8  Cal.  33G;  Phoenix 

170.  Water  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  23  Id.  481. 

»  Pucli  V.  Penfield,  1  Wend.  380.  ^  Hill  v.  Smith,  27  Cal.  47G. 

*  McDonald  V.  lJcarIlivcr&  Auburn  ®  Wixon  v.  B.  II.  &  Auburn  Water 
Water  &  Mining  Co.,  15  Gil.  145.  &  Mining  Co.,  24  Cal.  3G7. 

*  Wilbur  V.  brown,  3  Dcnio,  356.  »  Hill  v.  Newman,  5  Cal.  445. 
As  to  tlie  sufliciency  of  this  averment,  ^^  Ferrea  v.  Knipe,  28  Cal.  340. 
see  Twiss  v.  lialdwin,  9  Conn.  201 ;  *'  American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27  CaL 
Williams    v.    Morland,    2   Barn.    &  3G0. 
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subject  of  private  ownership.'  And  when  the  water  of  a  stream 
leaves  the  possession  of  a  party,  all  his  right  to  any  interest  in 
it  is  gone.'  If  the  plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  surplus  water, 
his  complaint  must  allege  that  surplus  water  existed  or  would 
have  existed  but  for  the  defendant's  acts.' 

§  2440.  Water  Ditch.— Where  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right 
of  way  for  their  ditch  upon  the  surface,  and  the  defendants  have 
also  a  right  to  mine  in  the  bowels  of  the  earth  beneath,  which 
lights  are  not  necessarily  incompatible,  the  maxim,  Qui  prior  est 
tempore,  potior  est  jure,  is  not  of  controlling  weight,  but  it  falls 
under  the  maxim,  Sic  utere  tuo  ul  alienum  non  Icedas.*  The  ques- 
tion of  negligence  in  the  management  of  a  water  ditch,  and  the 
decree  of  it,  must  necessarily  depend  in  a  great  measure  upon 
the  surrounding  facts,  such  as  the  existence  and  exposure  of 
property  below  the  dam,  and  the  like;  for  what,  under  one  state 
of  facts,  would  be  prudence,  might,  under  a  different  condition 
of  things,  be  gross  or  even  criminal  negligence.*  How  far,  in 
cases  where  negligence  is  charged  against  the  defendants,  a 
court  of  equity  will  interfere  by  injunction,  is  not  decided." 

§  2441.    By  Prior  Appropriator  for  Diversion  of  Water. 

Form  No,  676. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  for years  last  past,  and  up  to  the  time  of 

the  filing  of  the  complaint  herein,  plaintiff  and  his  grantors 
have  been,  and  the  plaintiff  now  is,  the  owner  of  all  that  certain 
real  estate  situated  in  the  county  of ,  state  of  Califor- 
nia, described  as  follows: ;  and  of  the  right  to  use,  for 

irrigating  the  same,  all  of  the  flow  of  that  certain  stream  of 
water  situated  in  said  county  and  known  as creek. 

II.  That  by  plaintiff  and  his  grantors  for  and  during  all  of 

said    years  last  past  the  use  of  said  stream  of  water 

has  been  as  follows,  to  wit:  for  the  first years  thereof 

plaintiff 's  grantors,  under  an  honest  claim  of  right  so  to  do  by 
prior  appropriation,  did  use  for  irrigating  purposes  all  of  the  flow 
of  said  stream  adversely  to  all  persons,  peaceably  and  without  let 
or  hindrance  whatever,  and  from  that  time  to  this  date  plaintiff^s 
and  his  grantor's  use  thereof  has  been  in  such  manner  and  ex- 
tent above  stated,  except  that  within  the  last  past  three  years 
the  defendants  have  interrupted  such  use,  as  hereinafter  alleged. 

*  Kidd  V.  Laird,  15  Cal.  161.  *  Wolf  v.    St.    Louis  Lidependent 
»  Eddy  V.  Simpson,  3  Cal.  249.            Water  Co.,  10  Cal.  541. 

»  W  ilbur  V.  Brown,  3  Denio,  356.  «  Clark  v.  Willett,  35  Cal.  534. 

*  Clark  V.  Wiliett,  35  CaL  534. 
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III.  That  at  freqaent  times  during  tbe  past  three  years  the 
defendants  have  diverted  water  from  said  stream  without  con- 
sent of  plaintiff  or  his  grantors,  and  have  maintained,  and  do 
now  maintain,  in  said  stream  dams  and  obstructions  to  the  flow 
of  said  water  which  divert  the  water  of  said  stream  away  from 
the  ditches  of  the  pluintiiT,  so  that  the  same  is  lost  to  plaintiff, 
and  thereby  interferes  with  the  comfortable  enjoyment  and  free 
use  by  plaintiff  of  its  said  property. 

lY.  That  the  defendants  threaten  to  continue  to  maintain 
said  obstructions  in  said  stream,  and  to  continually  divert  said 
water  and  prevent  plaintiff  from  using  the  same. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2442.    Diverting  Water  from  Flouring  Mill. 

Form  No.  677, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is,  and  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 
possessed  of  a  flouring  mill,  situated  on  a  certain  creek  known 

as  the ,  in  the  town  of ,  county  of , 

in  this  state. 

II.  That  the  water  of  the  said  creek  was  accustomed  to  flow 
into  the  said  mill. 

m.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  defendant 

diverted  the  water  of  the  said  creek  away  from  said  mill,  so  that 
less  water  ran  into  it  than  before. 

IV.  That  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  has  been  unable  to 

grind  more  than barrels  of  flour  per  day,  whereas,  before 

the  said  diversion  of  water  he  was  able  to  grind barrels 

per  day;  to  his  damage  in dollars. 

[Demand  op  Judgment.]^ 

§  2443.  Rights  of  Mill  Owners.— The  grant  of  a  mill  car- 
ries with  it  raceways  and  conduits  suj^plying  the  mill  with 
water,  and  water  rights  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  mill.^ 
So  a  reservation  of  a  mill  from  a  grant  would  reserve  easements 
essential  to  it  in  the  land  granted.' 

'  For  the  sufficiency  of  this  fonn,  Carbrey  v.  Willis,  7  Allen,  ,369;  Oak- 
sec  Sanda  v.  Trefusos,  Cro.  Car.  575;  ley  v.  Stanley,  5  Wend.  523;  LeRoy 
Anonymous,  Id.  500;  also  Haight  v.  v.  Piatt,  4  Paige,  77;  Farrar  v.  Stack- 
Price,  21  N.  Y.  245.  pole,    G  Greenl.    154;    New   Ipswich 

24  Kent's  Com.  4G7;  Hinchliffe  v.  Fact.  v.IJachclder,  3  N.  H.  100;  Pick- 
Earl  of  Kinnoul,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  1;  6  ering  v.  Stapler,  5  Serg.  &  R.  107; 
Scott,  0:)0;  Hall  v.  Lund,  1  Hop.  &  Elliott  v.  Sallee,  14  Ohio  St.  10;  War- 
C  G7G;  Whitney  v.  Olncy,  3  Mason,  ren  v.  Blake,  54  Mc.  270;  VVashb. 
2S0;  United  States  v.  Appleton,  1  on  Easements,  42,  43. 
Sunm.  49J;  Leonard  v.  White,  7  Mass.  '  Pettee  v.  Hawcs,  13  Pick.  323. 
5;   Johnson  v.  Jordan,  2  Met.  234; 
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§  2444.    The  Same^Diverting  Water  from  Saw-mill. 

Form  No.  578, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  grievance  hereinafter  stated,  was  possessed  of  a  certain 

water  mill,  called  the saw-mill,  with  the  appurtenances, 

situated  on   creek  [or   river,   or    

brook],  at ,  in  the  county  of 

II.  That  the  said  plaintiff  had  a  light  to  use  and  employ  all 
the  water  of  said  [creek,  or  river,  or  brook],  running  in  its  nat- 
ural channel  to  said  mill,  without  its  being  unreasonably  re- 
tarded, or  in  any  way  obstructed  and  diverted  therefrom. 

III.  That  the  said  defendant  did,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  dig  up  and  remove  the  bank  of  said  stream,  and  did  divert 
a  great  part  of  the  water  thereof,  bo  naturally  running  in  said 
stream,  from  the  bed  of  said  [creek],  and  from  ihe  said  mill  of 
the  said  plaintiff,  and  hath  from  thence  hitherto,  and  up  to  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  kept  up  and  continued  the  diver- 
sion of  said  water  from  the  bed  of  said  creek,  and  from  the  said 
mill  of  this  plaintiff. 

IV.  That  the  said  mill,  before  said  diversion  of  the  water  of 

said  creek,  was  able  and  used  to  saw thousand  feet  of 

lumber  in  every  twenty-four  hours;  but  by  reason  of  said  diver- 
sion of  the  water  of  said  stream,  now,  and  during  the  time 

aforesaid,  the  said  mill  is  and  was  able  to  saw  only 

thousand  feet  of  lumber  in  every  twenty-four  hours.  By  means 
whereof  the  said  plaintiff  has  been  deprived  during  all  that 
time  of  the  usual  profits  of  his  said  mill,  and  still  continues 
deprived  thereof,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]* 

§  2445.    For  Ereoting  a  Dam  above  Plaintiff's  Dam. 

Form  No.  570, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  and  ever  since 

that  day,  the  plaintiff  has  been  in  the  actual  possession  of  an 
ancient  grist-mill,  situated  on  [state  what  stream]  in  [etc.], 
called  [etc.],  together  with  an  ancient  dam,  to  raise  a  head  of 
water  as  high  as  should  be  necessary  for  said  mill,  and  of  the 
right  to  have  the  whole  water  of  said  stream,  without  obstruc- 
tion or  impediment,  flow  into  and  upon  the  pond  for  the  boueflt 

'  The  above  form  is,  in  substance,  from  Nash's  (Ohio)  PL  k  Pr.  208. 
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of  said  mill,  as  ancient  rights  and  privileges,  appartenant  to 
said  mill. 

II.  That  the  defendant  did,  on  the  ....  day  of  , 

18. . ,  erect  a  new  dam  across  the  said  stream,  above  the  plaint- 
iH's  dam  aforesaid,  within  the  limits  of  the  plaintiff's  pond  and 
ground,  and  thereby  cut  off  part  of  his  said  pond,  backed  the 
water  above,  and  stopped  its  natural  course  as  it  anciently  used 
to  run;  and  that  he  still  continues  his  new  dam  and  obstruction, 
thereby  frequently  stopping  the  water  from  reaching  the  plaint- 
iff'd  mill,  aud  obliging  tbe  same  to  stand  idle  for  want  of  water; 
and  at  other  times  letting  out  the  water  through  said  new  dam 
so  suddenly,  and  in  such  large  quantities,  as  to  tear  away  part 
of  the  2>laintiff*B  said  dam;  whereby  the  plaintiff's  mill  afore- 
said has  become  useless  and  of  no  value,  to  his  damage  in 

dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2446.  Action,  -when  It  Ides. — To  authorize  the  abate- 
ment of  a  dum  ou  Ihe  ground  of  its  being  a  nuisance,  it  must 
at  tho  time  it  is  abated  be  considered  as  a  nuisance.  The  fears 
of  persons,  however  reasonable,  that  a  thing  will  become  a  nui- 
sance, public  or  private,  do  not  constitute  an  actionable  nuisance, 
opono  which  may  bo  abated.*  The  thing  corAplaiued  of  can  not 
bo  abated  until  it  actually  becomes  a  nuisance.  Yet  an  erection 
m::y  be  a  nuisance  at  a  time  when  it  is  causing  no  actual  damage.' 

§  2417.  Allegationc.— Tho  union,  in  one  count  of  a  com- 
plaint, of  an  allegation  that  defendants  ''  have  wrongfully  built 
diiujs  and  flumes  across  said  Mormon  creek  *  *  *  so  as  to 
turn  tho  water  of  said  creek  out  of  its  natural  channel,"  etc., 
and  iliUH  divert  it  from  plaintiff,  with  an  allegation  that  defend- 
ants ''have  constructed  gates,  etc.,  in  their  said  dams  and 
flumes,  which  Ihey  *  *  *  hoist  for  the  purpose  of  clearing 
out  said  dams  and  flumes  of  hlum,  stone,  and  gravel,"  the  ac- 
cumulation of  which  renders  the  water  useless  to  plaintiff,  does 
not  make  the  conii)laint  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  it  unites 
several  distinct. causes  of  action  in  one  count.'  Tho  gravamen 
of  tho  action  is  tho  diversion  of  the  water,  and  the  fact  tbat  the 
iliversion  is  occompli.-.hGd  by  different  means  is  not  important 
enough  to  require  several  counts.* 

§  2448.  Ri^ht  to  Euild. — Tho  common  law  allows  the 
owner  of  the  soil  over  whicb  a  floatable  but  unnavigable  stream 

'  Gates  V.  Blincoc,  2  Dana,  153.  'Galo  v.  Tuolumne  Water  Co.,  14 

^  Auioskeag  Mig.  Co.  v.  (;ooclr.lc.  4G  Cal.  '2o. 

K.  U.  &G;  sec  Aiig.  on  Wulcrcourscs,  *  Id. 
680. 
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flows,  to  build  a  dam  across  it,  and  erect  a  mill  thereon,  provided 

he  makes  a  convenient  and  suitable  passage-way  for  the  public, 

by  or  through  the  dam/ 

[Debiand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2449.  For  Backing  up  Water  on  Plaintiffs  Quartz 
Mill. 

Form  No.  580, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  inju- 
ries hereinafter  mentioned,  he  was  possessed  of  a  certain  quartz- 
mill,  situate  on  Butte  creek,  in  Butte  county,  in  this  state,  and 
above  the  premises  of  the  defendant  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
had  the  right  to  have  the  water  flow  from  his  said  mill,  and  in  the 
natural  channel  of  said  creek,  without  any  obstruction  whatever. 

V  jj         II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

^  ^     erected  a  dam  to  a  great  height  across  the  bed  of  said  creek, 
V  N>^^  ^      and  below  the  plaintiff's  said  mill,  and  ever  since  has  kept  the 
t'  ^      same  up,  and  has  thereby  obstructed  and  stopped,  during  all 
^  ^           that  time,  the  natural  flow  of  the  water  of  said  creek,  and  raised 
N          it  in  the  bed  of  said^creek,  and  backed  it  up  upon  the  said  mill 
^^           and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  {ind  upon  the  wheels  and  works^of 
said  mill,  to  wit,  to  the  height  of  feet,  thereby  im- 
peding and  checking  the  natural  flow  of  the  water  therefrom, 
and  preventing  the  said  water  from  carrying  off  the  tailings 
from  said  mill,  and  otherwise  impeding  and  preventing  the 
operation  of  said  mill,  and  diminishing  the  value  thereof,  to  the 

damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2450.  Action — ^When  It  Ides. — An  action  to  abate  a 
nuisance  in  a  highway,  by  water  obstructing  the  free  use  of 
plaintiff's  property,  will  lie  the  same  as  to  abate  a  nuisance  in 
a  highway  by  land.'  If  a  nuisance  in  a  highway  only  affect  the 
plaintiff  in  common  with  the  public  at  large,  in  the  use  of  the 
highway,  he  can  not  have  his  private  action;  but  if  the  free  use 
of  his  private  property  is  interfered  with  by  such  nuisance,  he 
may  have  his  private  action  to  abate  the  same.'  Injury  to  the 
naked  right  to  have  the  water  flow  as  it  would  naturally  do,  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  the  action.^    But  where  plaintiffs  owned 

^  Lancey  v.  Clifford,  54  Me.  487.  Mfg.  Co.,  2  Story,  661 ;  WoodmaSi  v. 

«  Blanc  V.  Klumpke,  29  Cal.  156.  Tults,  9N.  II.  88;  17  Conn.  288;  Will- 

» la.  iama  v.  Eslinor,  4  Pa.  St.  486;  Heath 

*  r»olivcrMfg.  Co.  v.  Neponset  Mfg.  v.  Williams,  25  Mo.  209;  see  Ang.  on 

Co.,  16  Pick.  241;  Bntmanv.  Hussey,  Watercourses,   142;  Webb  v.  Moler, 

12  Mc.  407;  Whipple  v.  Cumberland  8  Ohio,  548. 
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certain  mining  claims  and  quartz-lodes,  on  the  banks  of  a  stream, 
above  the  mill  and  dam  of  defendant,  defendant  commenced 
raising  his  dam  two  feet  higher;  plaintiffs  brought  suit  against 
defendant,  alleging  that  the  addition  of  two  feet  to  defendant's 
dam  was  a  nuisance,  and  would  back  the  water  upon  plaintiffs' 
claims,  and  thus  prevent  them  from  working  them,  and  would 
also  destroy  their  water  privilege  for  a  quartz-mill  which  they 
intended  to  construct.  It  was  held  that  the  action  was  prema* 
ture,  and  that  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  on  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  was  properly  sustained.^ 

§  2451.  Covenant  In  Deed.—If  the  purchaser  of  a  mill  seat 
and  water  power  accepts  from  the  vendor  a  deed,  without  any 
covenant  for  his  protection  as  to  the  height  of  the  dam  or  extent 
of  flow  to  which  he  is  entitled,  and  the  purchaser  is  subject  to 
an  action  of  damage  by  reason  of  the  improper  height  of  the 
dam,  he  is  without  remedy  either  at  law  or  in  equity.' 

§  2452.  Duty  of  Ov/ner. — The  owner  of  the  dam  is  bound 
to  so  govern  and  control  it  that  injury  may  not  result  to  his 
neighbors.' 

§  2453.  Injunction. — A  perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  the 
defendants  from  raising  their  dam  higher  than  the  point  design 
nated  was  allowed.^  So,  an  injunction  will  be  granted  for  the 
diversion  of  water  from  a  stream,*  where  the  injury  is  continuing.' 

§  2454.  Itgury  to  Garden. — In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a 
garden,  occasioned  by  the  breaking  of  a  reservoir,  the  court  in- 
structed the  jury  that,  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover,  it  must 
appear  that  the  breaking  of  the  reservoir  resulted  from  the 
groes  negligence  of  defendants;  and  then  proceeded  to  explain 
that  defendants  must  have  taken  the  same  care  of  their  reservoir 
and  of  the  water  in  it,  as  they  would  have  done,  being  prudent 
men,  had  the  garden  of  plaintiff  been  their  own  property;  and 
that  otherwise  they  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  and 
were  liable  in  damages.  It  was  held  that  although  the  instruc- 
tion without  the  explanation  was  wrong,  still  with  the  explana- 
tion it  was  right,  and  could  not  have  misled  the  jury.^ 

§  2455.  Injury  to  Land  and  Crops. — ^Where  defendants 
erected  a  dam,  whereby  the  waters  which  during  freshets  found 

J  Harvey  v.  Chilton,  11  Cal.  120.  *  Ramsay  v.  Chandler,  3  Cal.  90. 

'  Ang.  ou  Watercourses,  557;  Hop-        *  Tuolumne  Water  Co.  v.  Chapman, 

per  V.  Lutkins,  3  Green  Ch.  149.  8  Cal.  392. 

*  Fraler  v.  Sears  Union  Water  Co.,        ^  Coker  v.  Simpson,  7  Cal.  340;  see 

12  Cal.  555;  see  Nevada  Water  Co.  v.  Ruplcy  v.  Welsh,  23  Id.  452. 
PoweU,  34  Id.  109.  ^  Todd  v.  CocheU,  17  Gal.  97. 
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tbeir  way  into  tbe  bay,  across  tbe  land  of  tbe  defendants,  were 
diverted  from  tbeir  natural  course,  and  made  to  flow  upon  the 
plttiuliff*s  land,  injuring  tbe  crops  and  rendering  it  unfit  for 
cultivation,  the  dam  is  clearly  a  nuisance.^  In  Ohio,  bowever, 
tbe  use  of  streams  of  water  for  domestic,  agricultural,  and 
manufacturing  purposes  being  to  some  extent  puhlici  juris,  an 
action  for  a  nuisance  caused  by  any  obstruction  or  diversion  of 
tbe  water  of  a  stream  for  any  such  purpose  will  not  lie,  unless 
tbe  damage  occasioned  thereby  be  real,  material,  and  substan- 
tial.' 

§  245G.  Obstructing  Flo-w  of  Tailings. — In  an  action 
where  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  they  are  the  owners  of  a  certain 
mining  claim,  which  claim  can  not  be  worked  without  the  use 
of  the  canyon  as  an  outlet  for  water  and  tailings;  that  the  grade 
of  the  canyon  is  light,  and  that  the  defendants  have  erected  and 
are  maintaining  a  dam  across  the  canyon  at  a  point  below  their 
claim,  which  obstructs  the  flow  of  water  and  tailings  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  render  the  working  of  their  claim  impracticable, 
upon  an  issue  of  title  to  the  ground  to  entitle  the  plaiotififs  to 
recover,  it  should  have  appeared:  1.  That  the  plaintiffs  owned 
the  ground;  2.  That  the  dam  i^revented  them  from  working  it 
to  advantage;  3.  Alternatively,  that  the  defendants  had  no  title 
to  the  bed  of  the  canyon,  or  if  they  had,  that  tbeir  right  was 
subsequently  acquired,  or  if  prior,  that  the  dam  was  not  needed 
to  enable  the  defendants  to  work  to  advantage.' 

§  2457.  Overflowing  Water  Ditch.— A  complaint  which 
alleges  that  the  plaintifis  were  on  a  certain  day  the  owners  and 
proprietors  of  a  certain  valuable  water  ditch,  for  the  purjDose  of 
conveying  water,  and  at  which  time  and  place  the  defendants 
were  also  owners  of  a  certain  other  ditch  for  tbe  purpose  afore- 
said, and  that  afterwards,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  at,  etc., 
aforesaid,  the  said  defendants'  ditch  was  so  badly  and  negli- 
gently constructed  and  managed,  and  the  water  therein  so  care- 
lessly and  negligently  attended  to,  that  said  ditch  broke  away, 
and  tbe  water  therein  flowed  over  and  upon  the  said  ditch  of 
plaintiffs,  greatly  damaging  and  injuring  the  same,  and  carrying 
down  therein  and  thereon  great  quantities  of  rock,  stone,  earth, 
and  rubbish,  and  breaking  said  plaintiffs'  ditch,  and  depriving 
them  of  the  use  and  profit  of  the  water  flowing  therein,  to  said 

» Castro   V.   Baily,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  'Cooper  v.  HaU,  5  Ohio,  321;  fol- 

Oct.  T.,  1869,  citing  Ashley  v.  Wol-  lowed  and  approved  in  McElroy  v. 

cott,  11  Gush.  192;  Luther  v.  Winni-  Goblo,6  Ohio  St.  187. 

jummet  Co.,  9  Id.  171.  '  Stone  v.  Bumpus,  40  CaL  430. 
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plaintiffd'  damage  three  tliousaud  dollars,  and  thereof  they 
bring  suit,  is  sufficieot.^ 

§  2458.  Overflow^ing  of  Dam  jand  Ditch. — The  overflowing 
of  a  dam  is  a  nuisance.'  While  a  ditch  by  which  the  waters  of 
a  stream  have  been  appropriated  is  out  of  repair,  and  not  in  a 
condition  to  carry  any  water,  an  action  will  not  lie  to  abate  as 
a  nuisance  a  reservoir,  constructed  across  the  bed  of  the  stream, 
above  the  head  of  the  ditch,  by  which  the  water  of  the  stream 
is  collected  and  detained,  and  caused  to  flow  unequallj^.' 

§  2450.  Raising  Dam. — Because  an  appropriator  diverted 
the  water  of  a  stream  by  means  of  a  dam  and  ditch,  it  does  not 
necessarily  follow  that  he  had  a  light  to  raise  his  dam  higher 
and  higher,  as  occasion  might  require,  to  obviate  obstruction  in 
tbe  use  of  the  water  in  the  manner  of  its  said  original  appropri- 
ation.* In  such  cases,  the  question  of  his  right  must  be  sub- 
ordinate to  a  subsequent  appropriator.* 

§  2400.  Relief. — Where  plaintiff's  mining  claim  was  over- 
flowed by  means  of  a  dam  erected  by  the  defendant,  the  decree 
should  have  ordered  a  reduction  of  the  dam  so  as  to  prevent  the 
overflow,  or  if  necessar\',  its  entire  abatement/ 

§  24G1.  Sufficient  Averment. — In  an  action  for  damages, 
and  for  breaking  defendant's  dam,  and  flooding  plaintiff's  min- 
ing claim,  where  the  complaint  is  in  one  count,  and  charges  that 
**  defendant's  said  reservoir,  by  reason  of  some  defect  in  its 
construction,  insufficiency  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  con- 
structed, or  carelessness  and  mismanagement  on  the  part  of  said 
defendants,  broke  away,  etc.,  it  was  held  that  the  complaint  is 
sufficient.^ 

'  Tuolumne  County  Water  Co.  v.        *  Nevada  Water  Co.  v,  Powell,  34 

Columbia  &  Stanislaus  Water  Co.,  10  Cal.  109. 
C;.l.  195.  *  Id. 

•  Uamsay  v.  Chandler,  3  Cal.  90.  •  Ramsay  v.  Chandler,  3  Cal.  90. 

'  Bear  lliver  &  A.  W.  &  M.  Co,  v.        ^  Hofifraan    v.    Tuolumne    County 

Boles,  24  Cal.  359.  Water  Co.,  10  Cal.  416. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

PARTITION. 

§  2462.    For  Partition  of  Real  Property. 

Foi-m  No,  581, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  he  and  the  defendants  C.  B.  and  D.  B.  are  the  own- 
ers as  tenants  in  common  [or  joint  tenants]  of  the  following  de- 
scribed real  estate  situate  in  the  county  of ,  to  wit 

[insert  full  description],  and  they  are  now  in  possession  thereof. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  has  an  estate  of  iuheritance  therein  to 
the  extent  of  one  undivided  third  part  or  interest  in  the  fee 
thereof  [or  other  estate],  and  that  each  of  the  said  defendants 
C.  B.  and  D.  B.  have  a  similar  interest  and  estate  therein,  to 
wit:  an  undivided  third  part  thereof  [or  other  proportions,  ac- 
cording to  the  fact]. 

III.  That  there  are  no  liens  or  incumbrances  thereon  appear- 
ing of  record,  and  that  no  person  other  than  the  plaintiff  and 
said  defendants  are  interested  in  said  premises  as  owners  or 
otherwise. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  For  a  partition  of  the  said  real  property,  according  to  the 
respective  rights  of  the  parties  aforesaid;  or  if  a  partition  can 
not  be  had  without  material  injury  to  those  rights,  then  for  a 
sale  of  the  said  premises,  and  a  division  of  the  proceeds  between 
the  parties,  according  to  their  rights. 

§  2463.  For  Partition  of  Real  Property— Unknown 
Owner,  Incumbrances,  etc. 

Form  No,  5S2, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  has  an  estate  of  inheritance,  to  the  extent  of  the 
one  undivided  fourth  part  thereof,  in  fee,  in  the  following  de- 
scribed premises,  situate  in  the  county  of ,  to  wit  [in- 
sert description],  and  he  is  now  in  possession  thereof. 

II.  That  the  defendants  C.  B.  and  D.  B.  each  own  the  one 
undivided  fourth  part  of  said  lands  and  premises  in  fee,  and  are 
in  possession  of  their  said  interests. 

III.  That  one  G.  H.,  who  in  his  life-time  had  an  estate  of 
iuheritance  therein  of  one  undivided  fourth  interest  in  the  fee, 
removed,  several  years  ago,  from  this  state  to ;  that 
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he  subsequectly  married  and  hUd  children,  some  of  whom  are 
now  living,  but  their  names  and  places  of  residence  are  wholly 
unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  can  not  ascertain  the  same,  or 
either  of  them,  although  he  has  made  diligent  inquiry  for  that 
purpose;  that  G.  H.  and  his  wife  are  now  dead;  and  that  said 
children,  or  the  heirs  at  law  of  any  who  may  be  dead,  are  col- 
lectively entitled  to  the  undivided  fourth  which  appertained  to 
the  said  G.  H.,  and  to  which  he  would  be  entitled  if  now  living. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  L.  M.  holds  a  judgment  duly  given 

and  made  in  the     district  court,  on  or  about  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  in  a  certain  action  then  pending  in  said 

court,  wherein  said  L.  M.  was  plaintiff  and  said  defendant  C.  B. 
was  defendant,  for  the  sum  of dollars,  which  judg- 
ment was,  on  the day  of f  18. . ,  docketed  in 

said  county  of  [the  county  where  the  premises  are  situated], 
and  remaius  unpaid  and  unsatisfied  of  record. 

y.  That  the  defendant  O.  P.  holds  a  mortgage  upon  the  said 

interest  of  the  said  D.  B.  for dollars,  payable  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  with  interest  from  the day 

of ,  18. . ,  at per  centum  per  annum,  which  said 

mortgage  is  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office,  in  said  county,  in 
book  of  mortgages  No ,  at  page .... 

YI.  That  no  other  incumbrances  or  liens  upon  said  property 
appear  of  record,  and  no  person  or  persons  other  than  those 
above  named,  and  the  unknown  heirs  of  said  G.  H.,  are  interested 
in  said  property. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgments. 

1.  That  the  amount  of  said  several  liens  may  be  ascertained. 

2.  That  a  partition  of  the  said  real  property  be  made,  accord- 
ing to  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties,  or  if  a  partition  can 
not  be  had  without  materinl  injury  to  those  rights,  then  that 
said  premises  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied — 

1.  To  the  payment  of  the  general  costs  of  this  action. 

2.  To  the  costs  of  reference. 

3.  That  the  residue  be  paid  to  the  several  owners  in  propor- 
tion to  their  respective  interests,  except  that  from  the  interest 
of  the  said  G.  B.  there  be  first  paid  the  amount  found  due  to 
said  L.  M.  upon  his  said  judgment;  and  from  the  interest  of 
said  D.  B.  there  be  first  paid  the  amount  due  said  0.  F.  under 
said  mortgage;  and  that  the  interest  belonging  to  the  unknown 
heirs  of  said  G.  H.  be  invested,  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  in  bonds  of  this  state  or  of  the  United  States,  and  for 
other  proper  relief. 
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§  2464.  Action  of  Partition. — Tbe  proceeding  in  partition 
is  a  special  proceeding  prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  though 
errors  in  the  course  of  the  cause  can  not  be  collaterally  shown, 
yet  so  fur  as  the  rights  of  infants  are  involved,  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  except  over  the  matter  of  the  partition.*  Tne  ob- 
ject of  the  suit  is  to  enable  each  party  to  obtain  the  title,  and 
the  use  for  all  future  time  in  severalty,  of  some  definite  portion 
of  the  property  owned  in  common.*  And  when  parties. go  into 
partition  upon  certain  terms  and  conditions,  the  instrument  of 
partition  founded  on  certain  releases  is  itself  an  aflirmation  of 
title  and  interest  so  as  to  estop  a  party  thereto  from  subse- 
quently denying  interest  and  ownership  in  the  property.*  Tbe 
intention  of  the  action  of  partition  is  to  make  one  judgment  in 
partition  final  and  cojiclusive  on  all  persons  interested  in  the 
property  or  any  part  of  it.  Such  actions  partake  more  of  tbe 
principles  of  equity  than  of  law.*  If  between  the  parties  to 
an  action  for  partition  disputes  exist  as  to  their  rights  or  inter- 
ests in  any  respect,  such  disputes  may  be  litigated  and  deter- 
mined.' 

§  24G5.  Allegations  Essential. — ^Under  the  New  York  prac- 
tice (he  complaint  must  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  2)ossessioD, 
actual  or  constructive. •  That  plaintiflF  is  possej^sed  of  an  un- 
disputed title  to  an  undivided  share  in  re^iainder,  although 
there  be  an  existing  admitted  life  estate  covering  the  whole 
premises,  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  the  right  of  possessiou.' 
The  allegation  that  the  parties  were  seised  in  common  raises 
the  presumption  of  possession."  And  where  a  party  was  stated 
to  be  seised  of  a  certain  ^^ortion,  it  was  construed  to  mean  a 
seisin  in  fee.'  The  complaint  must  aver  that  the  co-teiiauts 
hold  and  are  in  possession  of  real  property  as  parceners,  joint 
tenants,  or  as  tenants  in  common,  in  which  property  one  or 
moro  of  them  have  an  estate  of  inheritance,  or  for  life  or  lives, 
or  for  years. ^'  If  the  complaint  fails  to  sufficiently  state  tbe 
origin,  nature,  and  extent  of  the  interests  of  the  plaintiffs,  tbe 
objection  should  be  presented  by  demurrer,  or  it  is  waived." 
If  defendant  has  two  deeds,  each  purporting  to  convey  a  cer- 

^  Waterman  v.  Lawrence,  19  Cal,  '  Blakely  v.  Calder,  13  How.  Pr. 

210.  476. 

«  McGiIIi\Tay  v.  Evans,  27  Cal.  92.  ®  Jenkins  v.  Van  Schaack,  3  Paige, 

*  Tcwksbury  v.   Provizzo,   12  Cal.  242;  and  see  Burhans  v.  Burhaus,  2 
20.  Barb.  Ch.  398. 

*  Crates  V.  Salmon,  35  Cal.  57G.  •  Lucet  v.  Beck  man,  2  Cai.  CS5. 

*  Morcnliout  v.    Higuera,   32  Cal.  *°  Bradley  v.  Harkncss,  20  Cal.  70; 
280.  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  752. 

«  Stryker  v.  Lynch,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.        "  Broad  v.  Broad,  40  CaL  405. 
Obe.  no. 
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tain  interest,  and  one  of  tbem  was  given  as  a  substitute  for  the 
other,  that  fact  must  be  averred,  and  if  not  averred,  the  plaintiff 
can  not  prove  it  J  All  the  rights  of  lbs  several  parties,  plaintiff 
as  well  as  defendant,  must  be  put  iu  issue,  or  they  can  not  be 
tried.'  If  expense  has  been  necessarily  incurred  by  the  plaint- 
iff, or  any  of  the  tenants  in  common,  in  prosecuting  or  defend- 
ing actions  or  proceedings  for  the  protection,  confirmation,  or 
perfecting  the  title,  settling  boundaries,  making  surveys,  etc., 
sucb  expense,  except  counsel  fees,  is  allowed,  with  interest,  but 
must  be  pleaded.*  In  a  complaint  to  obtain  partition  of  hind, 
a  general  allegation  that  ''  the  premises  can  not  be  divided  by 
metes  and  bounds  without  prejudice,"  i^'sufficient,  without  an 
allegation  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies  to  obtain 
a  particular  mode  of  partition.^  A  complaint  in  partition  is 
good  which  is  silent  upon  the  subject  of  the  mode  of  partition.^ 
If  the  court  finds  that  the  parties  hold  and  are  in  2)08ses8ion  of 
rerA  property,  as  joint  tenants  or  as  tenants  in  common,  iu 
which  one  or  more  of  them  have  an  estate  of  inheritance,  or  for 
life  or  lives,  or  for  years,  the  partition  should  be  made,  although 
the  findings  may  also  show  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  complaint, 
has  incorrectly  set  forth  the  title  or  interest  of  the  parties,  or  of 
one  or  more  of  them  in  the  land.' 

§  24GG.  Community  Property. — Where  a  community  was 
formed  making  a  common  stock  of  property,  and  renouncing 
individual  ownership,  and  became  incorporated,  the  individual 
members  of  the  community,  or  the  heirs  upon  their  death,  were 
not  entitled  to  a  partition  of  the  property.^ 

§  24G7.  Deed  Obtained  by  Fraud.— The  question  whether 
a  deed  was  obtained  by  fraud  can  not  be  considered  in  proceed- 
ings for  partition;  it  must  be  sent  to  a  court  of  law  for  trial." 
In  one  case  plaintiff  sued  defendant  for  partition.  The  court 
orders  a  sale  of  the  property  and  distribution  of  the  proceeds. 
After  the  sale,  G.  files  a  x)etition,  stating  that  he  is  the  creditor 
of  one  F.  M.  H.,  not  plaintiff,  and  has  an  attachment  lieu  on 
the  interest  of  said  F.  M.  H.,  in  the  property  sold;  that  said 
property,  iu  fact,  belonged  to  F.  M.  H.,  and  that  any  convey- 
ances of  the  same  from  him  to  plaintiff  were  merely  colorable, 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  F.  M,  II.,  and  made  to  hinder,  delay, 
and  defraud  his  creditors.     G.  asked  the  court  to  pay  him  the 

>  Miller  v.  Sharp,  48  CaL  394.  «DcUprey  v.  DeUprcy.27('al..')ni. 

*  LI.  '  Gocsc'lo  V.  Bimelcr,  14  How,  r>o9; 

*  i$L'Q  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  798.  aflSrmiug  5  McLcau,  223;  and  8  Wcat. 

*  Dc  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27  CaL  329.  Law  J.  3So. 

*  Id.  •  McCall  V.  Carpenter,  1 8  How.  297. 
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Bbare  of  the  proceeds  of  tbe  partition  sale  coming  to  plaintiff;  t1)6 
court  refused;  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  error;  the  petition 
of  G.  being  an  attempt  to  defeat  a  conveyance  to  plaintiff,  on 
tbe  ground  of  fraud,  it  is  insufficient  in  this,  that  there  is  no 
allegation  of  tbe  insolvency  of  F.  M.  H.,  and  that  the  charges 
of  fraud  are  too  general,  and  do  not  state  tbe  specific  facts  con- 
stituting tbe  fraud. ^ 

§  2468.  Easements. — The  land  to  which  an  easement  is 
attached  is  called  tbe  dominant  tenement;  the  land  upon  which 
a  burden  or  servitude  is  laid  is  called  tbe  servient  tenement.' 
In  case  of  partition  of  tbe  dominant  tenement  the  burden  must 
be  apportioned  according  to  tbe  division  of  tbe  dominant  tene- 
ment, but  not  in  such  way  as  to  increase  the  burden  upon  tbe 
servient  tenement.' 

§  2469.  Homestead.— On  a  partition  of  lands  held  by  ten- 
ants in  common,  if  one  of  them  has  a  homestead  claim  on  it, 
bis  undivided  interest  will  be  set  apart  to  satisfy  tbe  homestead 
claim,  but  not  to  exceed  tbe  legal  value  of  a  homestead.^ 

§  2470.  Incumbrances. — If  it  appear  to  the  court  that 
there  are  outstanding  liens  or  incumbrances  of  record,  and 
which  were  of  record  at  tbe  time  of  tbe  commencement  of  tbe 
action,  and  such  persons  have  not  been  made  parties,  tbe  court 
must  order  them  to  be  made  parties,  or  appoint  a  referee  to 
ascertain  whether  such  liens  bave  been  paid,  and  if  not  paid, 
the  amount  that  remains  due  thereon,  and  whether  tbe  same 
has  been  secured,  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  tbe  security.' 
Where  a  lien  is  on  an  undivided  interest,  such  lien,  if  partition 
be  made,  shall  only  be  a  charge  upon  the  part  assigned  to  the 
debtor,  but  such  share  must  be  charged  with  its  proportion  of 
the  costs,  in  preference  to  tbe  lien.' 

§  2471.  Interest  of  Parties. — Tbe  interests  of  all  persons 
in  tbe  property,  whether  such  persons  be  known  or  unknown, 
must  be  set  forth  in  tbe  complaint  specifically  and  particularly, 
as  far  as  known  to  tbe  plaintiff.^  When  mining  land  is  claimed 
and  possessed  by  joint  tenants,  tenants  in  common,  or  copart- 
ners, or  even  partners,  their  interests  are  in  tbe  nature  of  an 

>  Harris  v.  Taylor,  15  Cal.  348.  ^  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  753;  Morton 

2Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  803.  v.  Outland,   18  Ohio  St.  383;  Myers 

•  Id.,  sec.  807.  V.  Warner,  18  Ohio,  519;  Buffalo  etc. 

niigginsv.  Higpin8,46Cal.  259.  Co.   v.   Bruly,  4.5  Tex.  6;  Taylor  v. 

fiCaL   Code  C.   P.,  sec.  761.     For  King,  32  Mich.  42;  Rogers  v.  'Miller, 

notice  to  lien-holders,  and   proceed-  48  Mo.  378;  llaniier  v.  Silver,  2  Or. 

ings  before  referee,  see  Id.,  sec.  702.  336;  Morenhout  v.  Higiiera,  .32  Cal. 

« Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  769.    Where  294;  Senter  v.  De  Berual,  38  Id.  637. 

there  are  other  securities,  see  Id.  772.  Freeman  on  Coten.  &  Part.,  sec.  4S8. 
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inheritance,  and  may  be  partioned  as  real  property.^  Where, 
in  an  action  for  partition,  all  necessary  parties  have  been  joined, 
any  error  in  stating  the  interest  and  shares  of  the  parties,  or 
any  omission  to  state  Tvbat  the  plaintiff  might  have  been  com- 
pelled on  motion  to  insert,  is  not  an  irregularity  which  can 
affect  the  title.' 

§  2472.  Interests  Contingent.— K  one  or  more  of  the  par- 
ties, or  the  share  or  quantity  of  interest  of  any  of  the  parties,  be 
unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  or  be  uncertain  or  contingent,  or  the 
ownership  of  the  inheritance  depend  upon  an  executory  devise, 
or  the  remainder  be  a  contingent  remainder,  so  that  such  parties 
can  not  be  namgd,  that  fact  must  be  set  forth  in  the  complaint." 
The  complaint  should  set  forth  the  nature  of  such  contingent 
interest.* 

§  2473.  Judgmenl,  Effect  of. — The  judgment  in  an  action 
for  partition,  merely  severs  the  unity  of  possession,  but  does 
not  vest  in  either  co-tenant  any  new  or  additional  title.*  The 
order  for  partition  is  not  a  final  judgment;  it  is  followed  by  a 
judgmen  t  confirming  the  partition  or  sale.*  The  court  can  order 
a  partition  to  be  made,  but  it  can  not  make  the  partition  except 
in  the  indirect  mode  of  confirming  the  report  of  the  referees  ap- 
pointed for  the  purpose  of  canyiug  out  the  order  of  partition.^ 
A  decree  ordering  a  partition  of  certain  personal  property  not 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  is  clearly  erroneous.^  In  the  action 
for  partition  under  the  California  code,  before  any  partition  is 
ordered  or  can  be  made,  the  interests  and  shares  of  all  the  par- 
ties must  be  determined  and  adjudged  by  the  court,  and  also 
the  moieties  in  which  the  land  is  to  be  divided.  Such  moieties 
must  be  specified  in  the  interlocutory  judgment,  so  that  the 
referees  appointed  to  make  the  partition  may  have  no  question 
of  title  to  determine,  and  may  intelligently  discharge  the  duties 
as  to  making  the  allotments  devolved  on  them  by  the  decree. 
An  interlocutory  decree  which  fails  to  observe  such  require- 
ments, is  erroneous.' 

§  2474.  Land  Formed*  by  Accretion. — In  apportioning 
to  proprietors  their  respective  shares  of  an  alluvial  accretion, 
the  whole  length  along  the  shore  of  the  alluvion  shall  be  firbt 

*  Hughes  V.  Devlin,  23  Cal.  601.  •Hastings  v.  Cunningham,  35  Cal. 

*Koblo  V.  Cromwell,  27  How.  Pr.     552;  see  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  706. 

289;  affirming  S.  C,  26  Barb.  475.  •  Dondero  v.  Van  Sickle,   11   Nev. 

3  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  753.  389. 

*Van    Cortlandt    v.    Beckman,  6        ®Id. 

Paige  Ch.  49*2.  '  Emeric  v.  Alvarado,  1  West  Coast 

^  Wade  V.  Deray,  50  Cal.  376.  Rep.  708. 


192  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2475- 

fouDcl,  ftiid  it  shall  then  be  divided  among  the  proprietors  of 
the  uplund  in  proportion  to  their  shore  liue.* 

§  2475.  Ijegacies. — ^Any  heir,  devisee,  or  legatee,  after  tbe 
lapse  of  four  months  after  issuance  of  letters  testamentary,  may 
petition  the  court  to  have  the  legacy  or  share  of  the  estate  given 
to  him  on  his  giving  bonds  for  his  j^roportion  of  the  debts  of 
the  estate.' 

§  247G.  Lien-holders. — No  person  having  a  conveyance  of 
or  cluiuiingfa  lien  on  the  property,  or  some  part  of  it,  need  be 
made  a  party  to  the  action,  unless  such  conveyance  or  lieu 
appear  of  record.*  A  judgment  creditor  of  a  deceased  i)ersoa 
is  not  entitled  to  be  made  a  party  to  a  partition  suit.*  But  the 
complaint  may  state  that  one  of  the  defendants  claims  a  specific 
lien  on  the  premises,  and  ask  for  an  accounting.*  "Wliere  there 
are  outstanding  lieus  or  incumbrances  of  record  uj^on  such  real 
I^roperty,  or  any  portion  thereof,  existing  at  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  the  persons  holding  such  liens  may  be  made 
parties  to  the  action.' 

§  2477.  Married  Woman. — A  married  woman  whose  hus- 
band is  sued  in  partition,  is  a  necessary  party,  if  she  claims  a 
homestead  right  to  or  an  interest  in  the  property  in  dispute.^ 
A  wife  should  be  co-plaintiff  with  her  husband  in  such  actions.' 
But  a  widow,  though  a  proper,  is  not  a  necessary  party.  And 
a  judgment  which  makes  not  a  sale,  but  actual  x^a^'tition,  in  no 
way  affects  her  interests,  and  should  not  be  disturbed  upon  her 
motion  to  set  aside  for  irregularity.' 

§  2478.  Mining  Claim. — The  mere  fact  that  a  mining  claim 
is  owned  and  worked  by  several  persons  as  partners  is  no  valid 
objection  to  a  partition  of  the  same  between  the  owners,  where 
the  answer  does  not  set  up  and  it  is  not  shown  that  a  suit  in 
equity  is  necessary  to  settle  the  accounts  and  adjust  the  busi- 
ness of  the  partnership;  and  all  the  material  allegations  in  a 
complaint  for  partition  of  real  property,  which  are  not  denied 
by  the  answer,  are  deemed  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  the 
trial. ^*  Where  two  thirds  of  a  quarts-mill  and  mine  were  owned 
by  M.  and  S.,  while  the  other  third  was  owned  by  C.  and  Y., 

'  Jones  V.  Johnston,  18  How.  150.  ^  De  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27  CaL 

«C'al.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1C58.    As  to  331. 

the  ])rocccdings  thereon,  consult  Cal.  ®  Ripple  v.  Gilbom,   8    How.   Pr. 

Code  C.  P.,  sees.   1G08  to  1GG2,    in-  450;  lirownson  v.  (Jifford,  Id.  389. 

elusive.  "(iordon  v.  Sterling,  13  How.  l*r. 

»Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  pec.  754.  405;  and  see  Ash  v.  Cook,  3  Aljb.  Pr. 

*  Waring  V.  Waring  3  Abb.  Pr.  240.  380;  Tanner  v.  Niles,    1    Barb.    5'JO; 

*I>t;gardi.8  v.  Parker,  7  How.  Pr.  coinj>ai-e  Ripple  v.  Gilborn,  8  Uuw. 

305.  Pr.  4:>G. 

«Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  7G1.  i'' Hughes  v.  DovHn,  23  Gal.  501. 
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and  tbe  profits  and  losses  of  the  entire  claim  were  shared  in 
this  proportion,  M.  and  S.  conveyed  by  deed  their  interest  to 
B. ,  Avbo  entered  into  and  remained  in  possession  of  the  same,  a 
small  portion  only  of  the  purchase  money  being  paid  down  by 

B.  After  this  conveyance  a  suit  was  instituted  against  M.,  S., 

C,  and  T.  for  a  debt  due  by  the  company,  contracted  before 
the  conveyance,  and  judgment  was  passed  against  them,  and 
all  their  right,  title,  and  interest  were  sold  to  H.,  who  in  due 
course  received  a  sheriff's  deed,  under  and  by  virtue  of  which 
he  thereafter  claimed  to  own  all  said  property.  In  an  action 
by  K.  against  H.  to  quiet  title,  it  was  held  that  B.  acquired 
under  said  deed  from  M.  and  S.  the  title  to  the  two  thirds  un- 
divided interest,  and  H.  acquired  by  said  sheriff's  deed  only 
the  one  third  undivided  interest  of  C.  and  Y.^  But  a  grant 
of  an  undivided  third  interest  in  a  piece  of  mining  ground, 
together  with  the  water  rights,  reservoirs,  and  tail  races  belong- 
ing to  the  same,  expressly  conditioned  that  such  grant  should 
convey  no  other  rights  to  the  grantee  except  a  mining  right, 
does  not  make  the  grantee  a  coparcener^  joint  tenant,  or  tenaut 
in  common  with  the  grantor.  It  simply  conveys  to  him  a  right 
to  enter  upon  and  occupy  the  land  for  the  j)urpose  of  working 
it,  either  by  underground  excavations  or  open  workings.  Such 
right  is  not  capable  of  partition.' 

§  2479.  Mortgage. — It  is  not  sufficient  to  aver  merely  that 
the  defendant  claims  an  interest  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
the  nature  of  the  claim  should  be  set  out.'  The  plaintiff  can 
not  foreclose  a  mortgage  which  he  holds  on  defendant's  interest 
in  the  property,  and  cut  off  defendant's  equity  of  redemption 
by  an  absolute  sale,  as  in  partition.^ 

§  2480.  New  Trial. — If  there  is  error  in  an  interlocutory 
decree  in  partition,  it  must  be  corrected  by  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  or  by  an  appeal  as  in  other  cases.* 

§  2481.  Notice— liis,  Pendens. — Immediately  after  filing 
the  cojn plaint,  the  plaintiff  must  record  in  the  office  of  the  re- 
corder of  the  countv  or  of  the  several  counties  in  which  the 
property  is  situated  a  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  action,  con- 
taining the  names  of  the  parties  so  far  as  known,  the  object  ot 
the  action,  and  a  description  of  the  property  to  be  affected 
thereby.     From  the  time  of  filing  such  notice  for  record  all  per- 

>  Ross  V.  Heiiitzen,  36  Cal.  313.  *  Bradley   v.    Harkness,    26    Cal.. 

"Smith  V.   Cooley,   I  West   Coast  76. 

Hep.  855.  •     "^Tormey    v.   Allen,   45  Cal.    110; 

^  Stiyker  v.  Lynch,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Regan  v.  McMahon,  43  Id.  625. 
Obs.  116. 

EsTEB,  Vol.  11—18 


194  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2482. 

SODS  shall  be  deemed  to  have  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the 
action.^ 

§  2482.  Parol  Partition.— In  general,  a  valid  partition  of 
lands  can  not  be  made  by  parol,  such  case  being  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  But  a  pai*ol  partition  may  be  made  of  lands 
held  under  a  trust  arising  by  implication  of  law.'  And  a  parol 
partition,  valid  as  between  the  parties,  may  be  ratified  by  otbers 
interested  in  the  land.'  Family  arrangements  are  to  be  regarded 
with  favor,  and  a  parol  partition  among  heirs,  if  fairly  made,  is 
binding  even  upon  femes  coverty  if  they  are  parties  to  it  and 
assent  to  the  arrangement;  but  only  when  it  has  been  agreed 
to  by  all  the  joint  owners,  and  when  it  has  been  executed.' 

§  2483.  Parol  Partition,  ho-w  Made.— A  parol  partition 
of  land  may  be  made  by  co-owners  under  the  Mexican  law,  as 
well  as  by  tenants  in  common  under  the  common  law.^  In 
order  to  uphold  a  parol  partition  under  both  the  Spanish  and 
common  law,  it  must  satisfactorily  appear  that  there  was  not 
only  an  agreement  to  make  the  partition,  but  that  the  same 
was  fully  executed  and  followed  up  by  a  several  possession  by 
either  the  parties  themselves  or  their  grantees.'  An  agreement 
to  establish  a  partition  line  between  the  occupants  of  adjoining 
tracts  of  land  is  of  no  validity.  In  order  to  render  such  agree- 
ment for  a  partition  line  effectual,  each  party  must  have  the 
title  to  and  right  to  dispose  of  the  tract  claimed  by  him;  or,  in 
other  words,  they  must  be  coterminous  proprietors.^  A  parol 
partition  of  land  owned  by  tenants  in  common  could  be  made 
in  California  before  the  adoption  of  the  common  law;  but  the 
agreement  for  such  partition  should  be  satisfactoiily  proved, 
and  each  tenant  in  common  should  have  assigned  to  him  and 
enter  upon  and  possess  a  specific  part  of  the  land  in  severalty.' 

§  2484.  Partial  Partition. — When  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  a  complete  partition  would  be  impracticable  or  inconven- 
ient, a  partial  partition  may  be  made.'  Where  commissioners 
in  the  partition  and  allotment  failed  to  divide  and  allot  some 
marsh  land,  a  part  of  the  tract,  and  where  no  proof  was  offered 
that  this  land  was  of  any  value,  or  that  the  division  made  was 
affected  in  any  manner  by  the  failure  to  divide  it,  or  that  the 
allotments  made  would  in  any  degree  have  been  affected  by  the 

1  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  755.  •Long  v.  DolUrhido,  25  Cal,  222. 

»Dowv.  Jewell,  18  N.  H.  340.  ^Carpentier  v.    Thirston,    24   Cal. 

'Id.  280. 

*  McConnoll  v.  Carey,  48  Penn.  St.        ^Elias  v.  Verdugo,  27  CaL  420. 
345.  'See  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec 

5  Long  V.  Dollarhide,  24  Cal.  222.  700. 
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allotment  of  tbis,  or  that  any  injury  resulted  to  any  one  inter- 
ested in  consequence  of  this  omission,  and  where  important 
rights  have  vested  under  the  partition,  this  court  would  not  be 
warranted  in  holding  the  action  of  the  commissioners  void  be- 
cause of  their  failure  to  divide  and  allot  the  marsh  land.* 

§  2485.  Parties. — When  several  co-tenants  hold  and  are  in 
possession  of  real  property  as  parceners,  joiut  tenants,  or  ten- 
ants in  common,  in  which  one  or  more  of  them  have  an  estate 
of  inheritance,  or  for  life  or  lives,  or  for  years,  an  action  may 
be  brought  by  one  or  more  of  such  persons  for  a  partition 
thereof.'  A  partition  among  tenants  in  common  must  be  made 
as  to  the  whole  tract.  One  tenant  in  common  can  not  have 
partition  of  a  part  only  of  the  common  property,  and  have  his 
entire  interest  located  on  this  part.'  A  tenant  in  common  of 
part  of  a  tract  of  land  is  a  proper  party  in  a  suit  for  the  parti- 
tion of  the  whole.  The  real  parties  in  interest  should  be  joined 
in  partition,  and  the  holder  of  a  special  tract,  as  well  as  the  co- 
tenants  of  his  grantor,  should  be  made  parties  to  the  action.* 
Neither  the  administrator  nor  the  creditors  of  an  intestate  are 
necessary  or  proper  parties  to  a  bill  for  partition  between  the 
heirs  of  the  estate  of  the  intestate,  even  if  his  personal  property 
is  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts.^  The  several  parties  to  an  action 
of  partition,  so  far  as  its  ultimate  purpose  is  concerned,  to  wit, 
a  partition,  are  all  actors  or  j)laintifirs,  each  against  each  and  all 
others,  and  it  is  in  this  respect  a  matter  of  no  consequence 
whether  they  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  record  in  the  tech- 
nical attitude  of  plaintiffs  or  defendants." 

§  2486.  Partition  by  Attorney. — A  power  of  attorney 
which  authorizes  the  attorney  to  sell  the  lands  of  the  constituent, 
and  to  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  carry  the  power  into  execu- 
tion, does  not  authorize  the  attorney  to  make  partition  of  lauds 
in  which  the  constituent  has  an  interest  as  a  tenant  in  common.^ 
But  if  nn  attorney  in  fact,  whose  power  does  not  authorize  him  to 
make  partition  of  the  lands  of  his  principal,  does  make  such  a  par- 
tition, the  principal  may  afterwards  give  effect  and  confirmation 
to  the  partition  so  made  by  the  execution  of  deeds  of  conveyance.' 

§  2487.  Partition  by  Deed. — Where  a  deed  of  partition  is 
invalid  as  a  conveyance,  by  reason  of  its  non-execution  by  some 

^  Teiwksbury   v.   Provizzo,  12  Cal.  also  Sutter  v.  San  Francisco,  3C  Id. 

20.  112. 

'California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  752.  *Speer  v.  Speer,  1  McCartcr,  240. 

'Sutter  V.  San  Francisco,  36  Cal.  '^Morenhout  v.    Hiijuera,  32  CaL 

112.  295. 

*^*Gates  V.    Salmon,   ,35    Cal.  676;  '  Borel  v.  Rollins,  30  Cal.  408: 

Hathaway  v.  De  Soto,  21  Id.  104;  see  ^  Id. 
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of  those  ^vbo  are  parties  to  it,  it  may  become  efifectual  by  tbe 
parties  taking  and  holding  in  severalty  in  pursuance  of  its  terms, 
and  dealing  with  their  respective  parts  as  if  owned  in  severalty; 
but  such  acts  of  ratification  do  not  operate  to  make  the  deed  a 
valid  conveyance,  but  only  by  way  of  estoppel  or  as  a  deter- 
mination of  boundaries,  and  only  upon  the  interests  of  those 
performing  them.  A  party  who  signed  the  deed  is  not  estopped 
from  insisting  upon  its  invalidity  by  reason  of  any  acts  of  ratifi- 
cation, either  of  the  others  who  did  execute  or  of  those  who 
failed  to  execute.'  A  contract  between  A.  and  B.,  tenants  in 
common,  by  which  it  is  agreed  that  B.'s  interest  in  the  laud 
shall  be  a  certain  amount  in  excess  of  what  he  otherwise  owned, 
and  that  B.  shall  extinguish  all  claim  of  title  in  the  land  set  u]) 
by  C,  by  procuring  C.'s  deed,  and  that  after  certain  other  events 
transpire  a  division  of  tbe  land  shall  take  place  between  the 
contracting  parties,  and  deeds  be  exchanged,  is  not  fulfilled  by 
B.  having  procured  C.'s  deed  before  the  contract  was  made,  nor 
by  procuring  C.'s  deed  to  himself,  unless  he  then  conveys  it  to 
A.;*  even  though  C.  had  no  valid  title  to  the  land.'  A  convey- 
ance by  one  tenant  in  common,  or  any  number  less  than  the 
whole,  of  a  specific  portion  of  the  common  lands,  is  not  void, 
but  can  not  be  made  to  the  prejudice  of  the  tenants  not  uniting^ 
in  the  conveyance.  * 

§  2488.  Partition  not  Presumed. — A  partition  by  judicial 
decree  among  tenants  in  common,  will  not  be  presumed  to  have 
been  made  from  lapse  of  time,  occupancy  in  severalty,  and  the 
destruction  of  the  records  of  a  court  which  had  junsdiction  to 
make  such  partition,  against  a  tenant  who  married  while  under 
age,  and  whose  coverture  continued  until  shortly  before  suit 
brought.* 

§  2489.  Partition  -without  Action. — Where  a  deed  of  par- 
tition, executed  by  a  number  of  tenants  in  common,  by  the 
terms  of  which  each  party  conveyed  and  released  his  uncftvided 
interest  in  the  whole  in  consideration  of  the  conveyance  to  him 
of  the  undivided  interests  of  others  to  specified  portions,  if  the 
deed  was  not  executed  by  all,  the  deed  was  void  as  to  those  who 
did  not  sign.*'  But  it  may  become  efifectual  by  the  parties  tak- 
ing and  holding  in  severalty  under  its  terms."  The  general 
guardian  of  an  infant  or  insane  person,  or  person  incapable  of 

^TewkBbiiryv.O*Connell,21Cal.60.  *  M'eathcrhead    v.   Baskerville,   U 

«  Porter  V.  Atherton,  .32  Cal.  416.  How.  330. 

M(l.  «  Tewksbury  V.  0'Ck)nncll,  21  Cal.  60. 

*  Gates  V.  Salmon,  35  Cal.  576.  '  Id. 
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conducting  his  own  aflfairs,  may,  if  he  would  be  a  proper  party 
to  an  action  for  partition,  agree  to  partition  without  action.* 

§  2490.  Referee. — The  court  may  appoint  a  referee  to  ascer- 
tain whether  liens  or  incumbrances  have  been  paid,  or  what 
amount  remains  due  thereon,  or  whether  the  amounts  due  have 
been  secured,  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  security.^  And 
notice  of  such  hearing  before  the  referee  shall  be  served  upon 
such  lienholders.^  The  effect  of  a  judgment  in  partition  is 
to  be  determined  by  statute,  and  not  by  the  common  law.* 
With  the  consent  of  the  parties,  the  court  may  appoint  a  single 
referee  to  make  partition  instead  of  three.^ 

§  2491.  Rents  and  Profits. — One  tenant  in  common  out  of 
possession  may,  in  equity,  as  a  collateral  incident  to  a  claim  for 
partition,  compel  his  co-tenant  in  possession  to  account  for 
rents  and  profits  received  by  him  from  tenants  of  the  premises.* 
If  one  of  several  tenants  in  common  lease  a  portion  of  the  com- 
mon property  to  a  tenant,  and  after  the  lease  is  made,  suit  for 
partition  is  commenced,  and  a  decree  entered  which  assigns  to 
another  of  the  tenants  in  common  the  land  so  leased,  the  decree 
does  not  pass  to  the  latter  the  rent  of  the  leased  land,  unless 
such  rent  falls  due  after  the  decree  is  made.' 

2492.  Rights  of  Parties. — The  right  of  partition  existing 
in  the  co-tenant  may  be  exercised  at  any  time,  and  may  result 
in  the  loss  to  the  grantee  of  the  particular  parcel  conveyed  to 
him.®  The  right  of  the  several  parties  plaintiff  as  well  as  de- 
fendant, may  be  put  in  issue,  tried,  and  determined  i&  this  ac- 
tion.* Several  tenants  in  common  may  elect  to  consider  their 
rights  as  an  undivided  share  belonging  to  them  all,  and  institute 
a  petition  for  partition  among  themselves  and  the  other  tenants 
in  common.**^  Under  the  California  practice,  any  question 
affecting  the' right  of  the  plaintiff  to  a  partition,  or  the  rights 
of  each  and  all  of  the  parties  in  the  land,  may  be  put  in  issue. ^^ 
And  if  disputes  exist  as  to  their  rights  or  interest  in  any  respect, 
such'  disputes  may  be  litigated  and  determined." 

§  2493.  Remainder. — TVhere  it  is  uncertain  to  whom  and 
in  what  proportions  a  remainder  may  descend  after  the  termina- 

*  SeeCal.  CorleC.  P.,  sec.  795;  also,        ^  Goodenow  v.  Ewer,  16  Cal.  461. 
1722,  1747-1809.  ^  Mahoney  v.  Alviso,  51  Cal.  440; 

^  Cal  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  761.  Mahoney  v.  Aurrecochea,  Id.  429. 

'Id.,     sec.     762;     consult,  •  also,  ®Stark  v.  Ban-ctt,  15  Cal.  361. 

Waterman  v.  Lawrence,  19  Cal.  210;  'California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  759. 

Hathaway  v.   De  Soto,  21  Id.    191;  ^^Ladd  v.  Perley,  18  N.  H.  395. 

Morenhout  v.  Higucra,  32   I(J.  289;  ^^  DeUpreyv.  Dc  Uprey,27Cal.  331. 

Sutter  V.  San  Francisco,  36  Id.  112.  '^Morenhout   v.    Higiiera,   32  Cal. 

*  Id.  289;  cited  as  authority  in  Sutter  v. 

*  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  797.  San  Francidco,  30  Id.  112. 
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tion  of  a  life  estate,  a  judgment  iu  partition  made  before  the 
life  estate  terminates  should  not  ascertain  the  interest  of  those 
holding  in  remainder,  but  should  allot  the  life  estate  subject  to 
the  remainder.^ 

§  2494.  Rule  in  Resfipot  to  Improvements. — In  an  ac- 
tion for  partition  by  one  tenant  in  common,  of  lands  granted 
his  co-tenants,  where  the  tenants  have  severally  made  valuable 
improvements  on  distinct  portions  of  the  land  sought  to  be 
partitioned,  the  court,  by  way  of  interlocutory  decree,  may 
order  that  tlfere  be  set  off  to  the  several  parties  such  portions 
of  the  premises  as  will  include  their  respective  improvements, 
provided  that  the  rights  or  interests  of  neither  of  the  other 
parties  be  prejudiced  thereby," 

§  2495.  Speoiflo  Tract. — Where  one  or  more  of  the  tenants 
in  common  have  sold  and  conveyed  to  another  a  specific  tract  by 
metes  and  bounds  out  of  the  common  land,  tl^e  land  described 
in  such  deed  shall  be  set  apart  to  the  purchaser,  if  it  can  be 
done  without  material  injury  to  the  rights  and  interests  of  the 
other  co-tenants.' 

§  2496.  Summons. — The  summons  must  be  directed  to  all 
the  joint  tenants,  and  tenants  in  common,  and  all  persons  hav- 
ing any  interest  in,  or  any  liens  of  record  upon,  the  property, 
or  any  portion  thereof,  and  generally  to  all  persons  unknown 
who  have  or  claim  any  interest  in  the  property.'  And  un* 
known  parties  or  absentees  from  the  state  may  be  served  by 
publication,  upon  affidavit  showing  such  facts,  the  summons  in 
such  case  to  be  accompanied  by  a  brief  description  of  the 
property.* 

§  2497.  Title. — In  the  New  York  practice  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state  the  sources  of  title  in  the  complaint.'  But  a  com- 
plaint in  an  action  for  partition  is  fatally  defective,  if  it  shows 
tliat  the  legal  title  is  in  a  third  person  as  trustee.^  Title  may 
be  tried  in  this  action.' 

§  2498.  Water  Rates.— Wafer  flowing  in  ditches  can  not  be 
partitioned.  It  may  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  be  subject  to 
distribution.'    The  only  partition  that  can  be  made  is  to  order 

'  Regan  v.  McMahon,  41  Cal.  679.  '  Stryker  v.  Lynch,  11  N.  Y.  Leg. 

2  J^e<ale  v.  Soto,  35  Cal.  102.  Obs.  116. 

*Cal.   Code   C.  P.,   sec.  764,  and  »De  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27  Cal. 

Gates  V.  Salmon,  35  Cal.  576;  Scale  329;  Morenhout  v.   Higuera,  32  Id. 

V.  Soto,  Id.  102.  289;  affirmed  in  BoUo  v.  Navarro,  33 

*Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  756.  Id.  459;  see  Sutter  v.  San  Francisco, 

*  Id.,  sec.  757.  36  Id.  112. 

•  2  Van  Santv.  Eq.  Pr.  17;  Brad-  »McGiUivray  v.  Evaus,  27  CaL  96. 
Bhaw  V.  Callaghan,  8  Johns.  558. 
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« 

a  sale,  and  distribution  of  the  proceeds.  In  an  action  for  par- 
tition of  a  water  ditch,  an  account  of  the  proceeds  for  water 
rates  can  be  taken,  and  if  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  holds 
a  mortgage  on  the  interests  of  his  co-tenants,  that  can  be  ad- 
justed in  the  action,  by  an  application  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
mortgagor's  interest  towards  the  payment  of  the  snme.^ 

§  2499.  Ways — Streets. — Before  making  partition  the  ref- 
erees may  set  apart  a  portion  of  the  property  for  a  way,  road, 
or  street,  and  such  portion  shall  not  be  assigued  to  any  of  the 
parties  or  sold,  but  shall  remain  an  open  public  way,  road,  or 
street,  unless  the  referees  shall  set  the  same  apart  as  a  private 
wa}'  for  the  use  of  the  parties  interested,  or  some  of  them. 
Whenever  the  referees  have  laid  out  on  any  tract  of  land  roads 
sufficient,  in  the  judgment  of  said  referees,  to  accommodate  the 
public  and  private  wants,  they  shall  report  that  fact  to  the  court, 
and  upon  the  confirmation  of  their  report  all  other  roads  on  said 
tract  shall  cease  to  be  public  highways.' 

§  2500.  When  Action  will  Lie.— The  action  may  be 
brought  for  a  partition  by  one  or  more,  according  to  the  re- 
spective rights  of  the  pereons  interested  therein,  and  for  a  sale 
of  such  property',  or  a  part  thereof,  if  it  appear  that  a  partition 
can  not  be  made  without  great  prejudice  to  the  owners.'  A  mere 
desire  of  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  is  sufficient  to  authorize 
the  courts  to  dissolve  the  relations  existing  between  them.^ 

§  2501.  When  Action  -will  not  Lie. — ^A  petition  for  parti- 
tion against  an  executor  for  a  filial  portion,  etc.,  will  not  lie  for 
money  or  other  property  delivered  by  him  to  a  legatee  for  life.* 
AVhere  a  tenant  in  common  ousts  his  co-tenant,  remaining  in 
sole  possession,  and  subsequently  purchases  an  outstanding 
title,  the  co-tenants  can  not  maintain  an  action  for  partition  or 
for  the  benefit  of  the  purchase  until  he  has  regained  possession.* 

§  2502.  By  a  Tenant  in  Ck>mmon  or  a  Joint  Tenant, 
against  a  Ck>-tenant  who  has  Wasted  the  Estate. 

Ibrm  No,  683, 
^  [Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  a  tenant  in  common  [or  joint  tenant]  with  the 
defendant,  of  [describe  the  property]. 

II.  That  [each  of  them]  is  entitled  to  an  undivided  [half]  of 
the  same. 

»  Bradley  v.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  69.        *  Bradley  v.  Harknesa,  26  Cal.  69. 
» Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  764.  *  Billops  v.  Riddick,  8  Jones  L.  163. 

'  Id.,  sec.  752.  •Eozier  v.  Johnson,  35  Mo.  326. 
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III.  That  between  the day  of    ,  18. . ,  and  the 

....   day  of   ,  18. . ,  tbe  defeodant  committed  great 

waste  upon  tbe  same  [cutting  down  many  valuable  forest  trees, 
or  otherwise  specify  acts  of  waste],  without  the  consent  of  tbe 
pbiintiflf. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  For dollars  damages. 

2.  For  a  partition  of  the  said  premises  in  such  manner  as  to 
compensate  him  for  such  damages/ 


CHAPTER    IV. 

QUIETING   TITLE. 

§  2503.  For  Determination  of  Claims  to  Real  Prop- 
erty. 

F&rm  No,  S84, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  one  A.  B.  is  now  deceased,  and  at  the  time  of  bis 
death  was  seised  in  fee  simple  of  certain  real  property  in  tbe 

town  of ,  county  of ,  bounded  as  follows 

[description]. 

II.  That  in  his  life-time  the  said  A.  B.  made  and  published 
his  last  will  and  testament,  whereby  he  devised  to  the  plaintiff 
all  bis  said  property. 

III.  That  the  said  A.  B.  died  on  the day  of , 

18..,  at 

IV.  That  the  said  property  is  now,  and  has  been,  for  tbe 

years  last  past,  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  plaintiff 

[or  is  now,  and  has  been,  for  the years  last  past,  in  the 

actual  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was,  during  the 

years  immediately  preceding  that  period,  in  tbe  actual  j^osses- 
sion  of  tbe  said  deceased]. 

Y.  That  the  defendant  unjustly  claims  an  estate  or  interest 
[state  what]  in  said  property. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  be  forever  barred  from  all  claim  to  any 
estate  of  inheritance  or  freehold  in  tbe  said  property. 

§  2504.  Abatement  of  Action. — Tbe  pendency  of  an  action 
to  quiet  title  to  land  will  not  abate  a  subsequent  action  between 

^  The  pLiintifF  can  have  this  relief    the  New  York  Code  Commissioners' 
in  the  state  of  Now  York;  3  N.  Y.  11.     Book  of  Forms, 
S.  (Gth  ed.)  ij'Jd.     Tiiia  form  is  from 
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tbe  same  parties,  to  recover  possession  of  the  same  land  in  which 
the  same  facts  are  litigated.' 

§  2505.  Action  to  Quiet  Title,  General  Nature  of.— The 
object  of  this  action  is  to  determine  an  estate  held  adversely  to 
the  plaintifif,  to  remove  what  would  otherwise  be  a  cloud  upon 
his  own  title.'  The  true  test  by  which  the  question  whether  a 
deed  would  cast  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  may  bo 
determined,  is  this:  Would  the  owner  of  the  proj^erty,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  adverse  party,  founded  upon 
the  deed,  be  required  to  offer  evidence  to  defeat  a  recovery?  If 
such  proof  would  be  necessary,  the  cloud  would  exist;  otherwise 
not.'  This  action  embraces  every  description  of  claim,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  might  be  deprived  of  the  property,  or  its  title  be 
clouded,  or  its  value  depreciated,  or  whereby  he  might  be  in- 
commoded, or  damnified  by  the  assertion  of  an  outstanding 
title  already  held,  or  to  grow  out  of  the  adverse  pretension.* 

§  2506.  Action,  when  it  Lies. — Where  an  instrument  is 
outstanding  against  a  party,  which  is  void,  or  an  unfounded 
claim  is  set  up,  which  he  has  some  reason  to  fear  may  at  some 
time  be  used  injuriously  to  his  rights,  thereby  throwing  a  cloud 
over  his  title,  equity  will  interfere  and  grant  the  appropriate 
relief.^  But  a  tax  deed  based  upon  an  assessment  made  under 
an  unconstitutional  act  of  the  legislature  will  not  constitute  a 
cloud  upon  title.^  In  Massachusetts,  a  petition  will  not  lie  on 
behalf  of  the  assignee,  for  an  insolvent  debtor  to  compel  a  prior 
mortgagee  from  the  same  debtor  to  bring  an  action  to  test  the 
validity  of  a  mortgage.'  Nor  will  a  citizen  of  another  state,  or 
a  foreign  countiy,  be  ordered  to  bring  an  action  to  try  his  title 
to  real  estate  in  Massachusetts,  on  the  petition  of  a  party  in 
possession.*  This  action  lies  where  an  adverse  claim  is  jjrima 
facie  sustainable,  though  actually  bad,  as  it  constitutes  a  cloud.* 
It  may  be  maintained  for  the  satisfaction  upon  the  record  of 
judgments,  apparently  liens,  but  in  fact  paid;  *°  for  the  discharge 

^  Bolton  V.  Landers  (No.  1 ),  27  Cal.  Y.  515;  Ward  v.  Chamberlain,  2  Black, 

104.  430. 

*Boggsv.  Merced  Mining  Co.,  14  *  Williams  v.  Corcoran,  46  Cal.  553; 

Cal.  279.  Wills  v.  Austin,  Cal.  Sup.  Court,  July 

» Pixley  V.   Huggins,   15  Cal.  128;  Term,    1878;    Mintuni   v.    Smith,   3 

Lick  V.  Ray,  43  Id.  84.  Sawyer,*  142;  Detroit  v.  Martin,  34 

*  Head  v.  Fordyce,  17  Cal.  149.     On  Mich.  170. 

the  subject  of  canccllaticn  of  instru-  '  Hill  v.   Andrews,   12  Cush.    185, 

ments,  see  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sees.  3412-  Dewey  v.  Bulkley,  1  Gray,  410. 

3414.  *  Macomber  v.  JalTray,  4  (xray,  82; 

*  Hartman   v.  Chipman,  21  Conn,  see  4  Allen,  150. 

488;  Downing  v.  Whcrrin,  10  N.  li.        ^Tiadalo  v.  Jones,  38  Barb.  523. 
91;  1  Hemp.  (392;  Clai'k  v.  Smith,  13       "Shaw  v.  Dwight,  27  N.  Y.  244. 
Pet.  203;  Louusbury  v.  Purdy,  18  N. 
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from  the  record  of  a  mortgage,  claimed  to  be  satisfied;^  and  for 
tbe  exlinguishmeut  of  a  widow's  prima  facie  claim  to  dower.' 
A  suit  for  this  purpose  will  not  lie  where  the  facts  alleged,  if 
true,  would  not  legally  affect  the  plaintiff's  title.'  Nor  will 
allegations  of  mere  threats,  assertions,  or  designs  to  disturb  the 
possession  of  the  grantee  avail  to  sustain  this  form  of  relief.^ 
It  is  not  enough  that  the  deed  sought  to  be  set  aside  may  pos- 
sibly be  a  cloud  on  plaintiff's  title,  but  it  must  clearly  appear 
that  the  claim  set  up  under  such  deed  is,  in  fact,  in  hostility  to 
the  plaintiff's  title.* 

§  2507.  Adverse  Possession. — Adverse  possession  which 
will  set  the  statute  of  limitations  running  is  of  two  kinds:  1. 
Where  possession  is  taken  without  color  of  title,  but  with  intent 
to  claim  the  fee  against  all  comers.  -  2.  Where  possession  is 
taken  under  a  claim  of  title,  founded  on  a  written  instrument 
or  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction."  Actual  ad- 
verse and  undisturbed  possession  of  land,  for  a  period  exceed- 
ing the  time  prescribed  by  statute  for  the  enforcement  of  a  right 
of  entry,  gives  to  the  possessor  a  right  of  undisturbed  enjoy- 
ment equivalent  to  a  perfect  title.'  An  open,  notorious,  exclu- 
sive adverse  possession  for  twenty  years  would  operate  to  convey 
a  complete  title  to  the  plaintiff,  as  much  so  as  any  written  convey- 
ance, a  title  of  the  highest  character,  the  absolute  dominion 
over  it.® 

§  2508.  Averments  in  Complaint. — In  an  action  brought 
by  one  in  possession  of  land,  to  try  and  determine  an  ad- 
verse claim  set  up  by  one  out  of  possession,  when  the  complaint 
avers  that  the  defendant  sets  up  an  adverse  claim,  without  stat- 
ing what  it  is,  and  the  answer  admits  plaintiff's  possession,  and 
sets  up  the  particulars  of  the  defendant's  alleged  title,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  cast  upon  the  defendant.*  In  an  action  to  de- 
termine an  adverse  claim  to  land,  the  complaint  averring  that 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  in  possession,  deraigued  title  through  a 

'  Beach  v.  Cooke,  28  N.  Y.  508.  *LeffingwelI  v.  Warren,  2  Block, 

*  Wood  V.  Seely,  32  N.  Y.  105.  605;  to  the  same  effact,   Stokes  v. 
'Farnham  v.  Campbell,  34  N.  Y.     Berry,  2  Salk.  421;  Drayton  v.  Mar- 

480;  Hotchkiss  v.  Elting,  36  Barb.  38;  shall,  Rice  Eq.  385;  Jackson  v.  Right- 
Johnson  V.  Crane,  40  Id.  78;  Butler  my  re,  16  Juhns.  327;  Bradstreet  v. 
V.  Vielc,  44  Id.  166.  Huntington,  6  Pet.  438;  Thompson  v. 

^Mfidison  A  v.   Baptist  Church  v.  Green,  4  Ohio  St.  223;  Newcombe  v. 

Mission  A  v.  Bap.  Ch. ,  26  How.  Pr.  72.  Leavitt,  22  Ala.  631 ;  Chiles  v.  Jones, 

^Hartraan  v.  Reed,  50  Cal.  484.  4  Dana,  483;  Alexander  v.  Pendleton, 

*  Kimball  v.  Lohmas,  31  Cal.  154;  8  Cranch,  462;  sec  Arrington  v.  Lia- 
see  also  Pago  v.  Fowler,  28  Cal.  605.  com,  34  Cal.   381,   and   cases  there 

^  Simson  v.  Eckstein,  22  Cal.  580;     cited. 
Le  Roy  v.  Rogers,  30  Id.  229;  see  also        »  Crook  v.  Forsyth,  30  Cal.  662. 
Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  323-32a 
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deed  from  G.,  the  answer  alleged  that  previous  to  the  execution 
of  G.'s  deed,  the  land  was  attached  at  suit  of  a  creditor  of  his, 
and  was  subsequently  in  due  course  sold  by  the  sheriff,  at  which 
sale  defendant  became  the  purchaser.  The  replication  showed 
that  a  portion  of  the  debt,  on  which  the  attachment  issued, 
was  secured  by  a  collateral  note,  and  that  the  attachment  was 
therefore  void.  It  was  held  that  on  these  pleadings,  iu  the  ab- 
sence of  proof,  judgment  was  properly  entered  for  defendant; 
that  if  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  attack  the  attachment  in  this 
form  (a  point  not  decidecl),  the  burden  of  the  proof  was  on  him 
to  show  that  the  attachment  debt  was  collaterally  secured.^  A 
complaint  which  alleges  that  plaintiff  owns  the  land  in  fee,  and 
that  defendant  is  making  an  unfounded  claim  of  title  thereto, 
sufficiently  shows  that  defendant's  claim  of  title  is  "adverse" 
to  plaintiff.'  In  Oregon,  the  complaint  in  an  action  brought 
under  section  500  of  the  code  of  civil  procedure,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  an  adverse  claim,  estate,  or  interest  in  land, 
must  allege  possession  by  the  plaintiff,  either  by  himself  or 
his  tenants.'  Under  the  provisions  of  the  present  California 
statute,  such  allegation  is  unnecessary,  and  a  complaint  that 
alleges  ownership  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  claims 
an  estate  or  interest  in  the  land  adverse  to  him,  which  claim  is 
without  right,  and  that  the  defendant  has  no  estate,  right,  title, 
or  interest,  is  sufficient.^ 

§  2509.  Cancellation  of  Deed.— Where  husband  and  wife 
execute  a  conveyance  of  their  homestead,  which  the  husband 
delivers  to  the  purchaser  before  the  purchase  money  therefor  is 
paid,  and  the  money  is  afterwards  fraudulently  attached,  in  a 
suit  brought  by  the  real  though  not  ostensible  purchaser, 
against  tbe  husband  alone,  equity  will  compel  a  cancellation  of 
the  deed  so  obtained.^  So  where  one  has  an  outstanding  deed 
which  improperly  clouds  the  title  of  the  true  owner,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  the  latter,  chancery  will  order  such  deed  to  be  can- 
celed and  annulled.'  Or  it  will  interfere  and  prevent  a  sale,  and 
the  consequent  execution  of  an  improper  deed.^ 

§  2510.  Clouds  on  Title. — Every  deed  from  the  same 
source  through  which  plaintiff  derives  his  real  property,  if  valid 

^Bostwick  V.  McCorkIe,22Cal.6C9.  tice    act,  it  was  necessary  for   the 

'Gillettv.  Carshaw,  50lnd.  .381.  plaintifif  to  allege  and  prove  posses- 

'  Coolidge  V.  Foni  ard,  3  West  Coast  sion  by  himself.     In  New  York:  3  R. 

Rep.  702;  1  Id.  832.  S.,  6th  ed.,  1875,  p.  579  et  seq.;  Ha- 

^California  Coile   Civ.   Proc,  sec.  ger  v.  Hager,  38  Barb.  92. 

738;  Rough  v.  Simmons,  2  West  Coast        *  Still  v.  Saunders,  8  Cal.  281. 

Rep.  831;  Rough  v.  Booth,  Id.  832.        «Shattuck-v.  Carson,  2  Cal.  r>89. 

Under  section  S>4  of  the  former  prac-        ^  Id. 


204  FORMS   OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2511. 

on  its  face,  is  a  cloud  on  the  title.'  A  sale  by  an  administrator 
•without  an  order  by  probate  court,  or  under  an  order  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction,  constitutes  no  cloud.*  A  sale  by  a  sheriff, 
of  real  estate,  upon  an  execution,  against  the  grantor,  will,  even 
if  not  effectual  to  pass  the  title  to  the  purchaser,  create  a  doubt 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  grantee's  title,  and  cast  a  cloud  upon  it, 
and  the  grantee  can  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  the  sale.*  And 
a  sheriff's  deed,  upon  an  execution  sale,  would  have  the  same 
effect  in  casting  a  cloud  as  a  deed  made  directly  by  the  vendor.* 
So  when  a  homestead  was  sold  by  the  sheriff.'^  So  a  sale  by  an 
administrator  of  land,  once  the  property  of  the  intestate,  but 
sold  during  his  life-time,  will  cast  a  cloud  on  the  intestate's  prior 
grantee's  title."  An  apparently  good  record  title  to  land  con- 
stitutes a  cloud  on  the  title  thereof  which  has  been  subsequently 
acquired  by  adverse  possessioniunder  the  statute  of  limitations.^ 
The  true  test  by  which  the  question  whether  a  deed  would  cast 
a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  deteimined,  is 
this:  Would  the  owner  of  the  property,  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  by  the  adverse  party,  founded  on  the  deed,  be 
required  to  offer  evidence  to  defeat  a  recovery  ?  If  such  proof 
would  be  necessary,  the  cloud  would  exist,  otherwise  not,®  An 
order  of  a  board  of  supervisors,  laying  out  a  road,  which  is  un- 
eonstitutioual,  and  null  and  void  upon  its  face,  does  not  affect 
or  cloud  the  title  to  the  land  over  which  it  passes.' 

§  2511.  Ck>nfinnation  of  Surveys. — The  system  of  lo- 
cating by  final  survey  Mexican  and  Spanish  grants  of  land  iu 
California,  under  the  act  of  congress  of  March  3,  1851,  was 
essentially  modified  by  the  act  of  congress  of  June  14,  1860. 
The  proceedings  had  under  this  act,  after  the  return  of  the  sur- 
vey and  plot  into  the  district  court,  are  strictly  judicial  in  their 
character,  and  the  decree  rendered  thereon  is  final  and  conclu- 
sive to  all  parties  to  it.  If  after  a  decree  confirming  a  survey 
a  decree  is  made  confirming  a  survey  of  another  prior  grant 
covering  the  same  land,  and  the  confirmee  in  the  first  decree  is 
a  party  to  the  second  decree,  consenting  thereto,  he  is  bound 
'  by  it.*'' 

'Pixley  V.  Hnggins,  15Cal.  127,  strain  a  Bale  of  lands  which  would 

'Florence  V.   Paschal,  50  Ala.  28.  cast  a  cloud  on  plaintiff's  title,  see 

'  Englund  v.  Lewis,  25  Cal.  337.  **  In j unction,  "|3o«<. 
*Id.;  Alvcrson  v.  Jones,  10  Cal.  9.         "Tread way  v.  Semple,  28 Cal.  661; 

^Riley  V.  Pehl,  23Cal.  70.  Waterman    v.    Smith,    13    Id.    373; 

« Thompson  v.  Lynch,  29  Cal.  189.  Semple  v.  Wright,  32  Id.  659;  cited 

'  Arrington  v.  Liscom,  34  Cal.  305.  in  Yates  v.  Smith,  38  Id.  60;  decided 

®  Pixley  V.  Iluggins,  15Cal.  127.  on    the   authority  of    Rotlrigues    v. 

»  Leach  V.  Daj',  27Cal.  643.      As  to  United  States,  1  Wall.  587;  see  also 

when  injunction  will  be  issued  to  re-  Tolaud  v.  Mandell,  38  Cal.  30. 
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§  2512.  Disclaimer. — If  tbe  defendant  disclaim  in  bis  an- 
swer any  interest  or  estate  in  the  proi>erty,  or  suffer  judgment 
to  be  taken  against  bim  without  answer,  the  plaintiff  shall  not 
recover  costs.* 

§  2513.  Facts  to  be  Alleged. — In  an  action  to  remove  a 
cloud,  the  facts  which  show  the  apparent  validity  of  the  instru- 
ment which  is  said  to  constitute  the  cloud*  and  also  the  facts 
showing  its  invalidity,  ought  to  be  stated.  To  merely  name 
the  instrument  would  not  ordinarily  be  sufficient;  but  where 
the  instrument  is  a  tax  deed,  we  think  the  name  sufficient  for 
the  pupose  of  showing  its  apparent  validity.'^  A  tax  deed, 
however,  founded  on  an  assessment  levied  under  an  unconsti- 
tutional act  of  the  legislature,  constitutes  no  cloud.^  But  iu 
Oregon  it  is  held  otherwise.* 

§  2514.  Jurisdiction. — A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  at 
the  suit  of  the  judgment  creditor,  who  has  purchased  land  at 
sheriff's  sale,  and  received  a  sheriff's  deed  therefor,  to  annul 
and  set  aside,  as  a  cloud  upon  title,  a  deed  of  the  land  given  to 
defraud  the  creditor  before  the  recovery  of  judgment.*  The 
courts  of  the  United  States  may  entertain  jurisdiction  in  chan- 
cery, to  grant  perpetual  injunctions  for  quieting  inheritances, 
after  the  title  has  been  fairly  settled. ^s  And  citizens  of  other 
states  have  a  right  to  come  into  such  courts,  to  have  the  rights 
secured  them  under  the  laws  ot  states  where  the  land  is  situ- 
ated, protecting  individual  rights  to  the  soil  of  such  states,  en- 
forced.^ 

§  2515.  Laid  Out  in  Lots. — Where  land  has  been  laid  out 
iu  lots,  and  divided  among  many  occupants,  a  bill  will  lie,  al- 
though complainants  bad  a  legal  title  and  a  remedy  at  law  in 
each  several  case.® 

§  251G.  Land  Bounded  by  River. — In  an  action  to  deter- 
mine the  adverse  claim  to  land  lying  on  both  sides  of  a  river,  if 
the  plaintiff  shows  a  right  to  ouly  that  portion  of  tbe  laud  on 
the  north  side  of  the  river,  be  is  not  entitled  to  recover  with 
respect  to  that  located  on  tbe  south  side.* 

§  2517.  Limitations,  Statute  of. — Adverse  possessiQn  of 
land  for  the  time  required  by  tbe  statute  of  limitations  gives 

1  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  739.  *  Hager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  47. 

^Hibernia  Sav.  and  Loah  Society  *  Wickliffe  v.  Owiugs,  17  How.  47. 

V.  Ordway,  38  Cal.  679.  ^  Clark  v.  Smith,  13  Pet.  195;  Par- 

'  Williams  V.  Corcoran,  46  Cal.  5o3;  kcr  v.  Overman,  18  How.  137;  Bay- 
Wills  v.  Austin,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  July  T.,  erque  v.  Cohen,  1  McAll.  113. 
1878;  Miutum  V.  Smith,  3  Saw.  142.  ^Crews  v.  Burcham,  1  Black,  352. 

*Tilton  v.   O.   C.    M.    R.   Co.,  3  "  Van  Vleet  v.  Olin,  4  Nev.  95. 
Saw.  22. 
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an  absolute  right;  to  the  party  in  possession,  and  entitles  bim  to 
all  the  remedies  given  by  the  law  to  quiet  his  possession.  He 
may,  therefore,  maintain  an  action  against  the  party  having  the 
record  title,  to  have  the  same  declared  void.^ 

§  2518.  Iiooation  on  State  Iiands.— No  right  of  the  locator 
on  state  lauds  under  the  statute  of  California  of  April  27, 18G3 
(Stats.  1863,  p.  591),  inchoate  or  otherwise,  attaches,  till  the 
certificate  of  the  oath  prescribed  by  the  twenty-eighth  section, 
indorsed  on  a  description  of  the  land,  is  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  county  recorder.* 

§  2519.  Mining  Claims. — Mining  claims  fall  within  the 
operation  of  section  254  of  the  California  practice  act.'  To 
quiet  title  to  a  quartz  mining  claim  located  on  the  public  lands 
of  the  United  States,  a  possessory  title  thereto  is  sufficient  to 
maintain  the  action  by  a  party  in  possession  as  against  one  out 
of  possession.'  The  eleventh  section  of  the  act  of  March,  1856, 
''  for  the  protection  of  actual  settlers,  and  to  quiet  land  titles  in 
this  state  "  (California)  does  not  apply  to  miners  engaged  in  sim- 
ply extracting  gold  from  a  quartz  vein.  They  are  not  **  settled 
upon  "  in  the  sense  of  the  statute,  and  the  two  years'  limitation 
of  the  eleventh  section  can  not  avail  them.'  This  section  only 
applies  to  actions  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands, 
after  the  issuance  of  a  patent.^  F.,  defendant,  began  suit 
against  the  Volcano  Water  and  Mining  Company,  to  subject  to 
sale  the  ditch  of  that  name,  including  aqueducts,  flumes,  cul- 
verts, dams,  cabins,  etc.,  in  enforcement  of  a  mechanic's  lien. 
Subsequently,  the  ditch,  etc.,  was  sold  on  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  one  H.,  and  purchased  by  S.,  from  whom  plaintiff,  as  judg- 
ment creditor  of  the  company,  redeemed,  and  in  due  time  re- 
ceived the  sheriff's  deed.  Afterwards  F.  had  a  decree  direct iug 
a  sale  of  the  ditch,  etc.,  to  satisfy  his  lien.  Plaintiff  sues  to 
quiet  title,  alleging  that  F.'s  decree  is  fraudulent,  that  he  has 
no  lien,  and  that  he  is  about  enforcing  the  decree,  which  is  a 
cloud  on  plaintiff's  title.  It  was  held  that,  aside  from  any' 
question  of  fraud,  the  action  lies;  that  the  existence  of  a  decree, 
founded  upon  proceedings  taken  prior  to  plaintiff's  title,  and 
seeking  to  condemn  the  property  by  virtue  of  an  asserted  lien 
older  than  such  title,  would  be  a  cloud  upon  that  title.^ 

§  2520.    Municipal  Corporation. — A  municipal  corporation 

*  Arrington   v.     Liacom,    34   Gal.        *  Pralus  v.  Pacific  G.  &  S.  M,  Co., 

3G5.  35  Cal.  30. 

«  Dunn  V.  Kctchum,  38  Cal.  93.  ^  Fremont  v.  Seals,  18  Cal.  435. 

»  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  738;  Merced  Min-        «  Morton  v.  Folger,  15  Cal.  275. 
ing  Co.  v.*  Fremont,  7  Cal.  319.  ^  Head  v.  Fordyco,  17  Cal.  149. 
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can  not  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside  a  grant 
made  bj  its  authorities,  when  the  grant  is  void.  Such  a  grant 
being  a  nullity,  casts  no  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  corporation.^ 

§  2521.  Notice.— In  an  action  to  quiet  title,  against  parties 
claiming  from  the  same  source  of  title  through  a  prior  unre^ 
corded  conveyance,  it  is  necessary  to  aver  want  of  notice  of  the 
conveyance.' 

§  2522.  Outstanding  Title. — In  an  action  to  quiet  title, 
brought  under  the  California  statute,  the  defendant  can  not 
defeat  the  plaintiff's  action  by  showing  an  outstanding  title,  un- 
less he  connects  himself  therewith.' 

§  2523.  Parties  Plaintiff  and  Defendant.— An  action 
may  be  brought  by  any  person  against  another  who  claims  an 
estate  or  interest  in  real  property  adverse  to  him,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  such  adverse  cldim.^  But  it  can  not  be 
maintained  by  a  landlord  against  his  tenant  in  possession,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  validity  of  an  adverse  title  set 
up  by  the  tenant.^  Until  administration  of  an  estate  is  ended, 
an  administrator  is  the  x>]^oper  party  plaintiff  in  an  action  to 
quiet  title  to  the  estate.^  But  under  section  1452,  Cal.  Code  C. 
P.,  heirs  or  devisees  may,  themselves  ot  jointly  with  the  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  maintain  the  action  against  aoy  one  but 
the  executor  or  administrator.  One  tenant  in  common  of  real 
property  may  maintain  an  action  to  determine  the  validity  of  an 
adverse  claim  of  title  thereto  by  a  co-tenant.^  If  neither  party 
has  title  to  the  land,  neither  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  agaiost 
the  other.'  Any  person  in  possession  may  bring  an  action 
against  any  party  who  claims  an  estate  or  interest  adverse  to 
him.'  And  the  action  may  be  brought  by  the  party  in  posses- 
sion, without  waiting  until  he  has  been  disturbed  in  his  posses- 
sion by  legal  proceedings  against  him,  in  which  his  title  has 
been  successfully  maintained.'^  An  action  can  not  be  main- 
tained against  the  street  commissioner  of  an  incorporated  city 
to  quiet  title  to  land  alleged  to  be  a  public  street  or  highway. 
The  acts  of  such  officer  in  opening  streets  are  the  acts  of  the  city.'^ 

§  2524.    Possession  of  Part. — Where  suit  is  brought  under 

^  Oaklapd  v.  Carpentier,  21  Cal.  642.        ^  Ross  v.  Heintzen,  36  Cal.  313. 

*  Lawtou  V.  Gordon,  34  Cal.  .36.  *  City  of  San  Diego  v.  Allison,  46 
'  Niagara  etc.  Min.  (.*o.  v.  Bunker    CaL  162. 

Hill  etc.  Co. ,  59  Cal!  612.  •  Merced  Minpg  Co.  v.  Fremont,  7 

*  CaL  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  738;  Horn  v.     Cal.  319. 

Jones,  28  Cal.  194.  '®  Merced  Mining  Co.  v.  Fremont,  7 

*  Van  Winkle  v.  Hinckle,  21  CaL  Cal.  319;  Curtis  v.  Sutter,  16  Id.  2o9. 
342.  "  Leet  v.  Rider,  48  Cal.  623. 

*  Curtis  V.  Sutter,  15  Cal.  259. 
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section  254  of  the  practice  act  to  quiet  title  to  a  ranch,  and 
plaintiff  is  in  possession  of  a  portion  only,  the  suit  must  be 
considered  as  brought  to  determine  the  title  to  that  portion, 
and  no  injunction  lies  to  restrain  parties  who  are  entire  strangers 
to  the  title  from  selling  that  portion,  as  their  conveyance  would 
not  cloud  plaintiff's  title.  And  if  the  grantees  under  such  con- 
veyance should  invade  the  possession  of  plaintiff,  or  unlawfully 
dettiin  the  same,  the  remedy  at  law  is  ample. ^  Where  the 
plaintiff  for  some  years  lived  upon  and  occupied  a  part  of  the 
land,  claiming  the  whole,  while  there  is  no  other  party  in  ad* 
verse  possession  of  the  part  in  controversy,  this  extended  bis 
possession  to  the  bounds  of  the  deed.' 

§  2525.  Public  Lands,  Entry  upon. — When  a  party  is 
authorized  by  an  act  of  congress  generally  to  enter  *  *  in  any 
land-office,"  etc.,  "a  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding,"  etc.,  be 
is  limited  in  his  selection  to  lands  subject  to  location,  and  can 
not  take  lands  already  sold,  or  reserved  from  sale,  or  upon  which 
a  pre-emption  or  some  other  right  has  attached,  under  a  law 
which  is  still  in  force,  and  which  "  covers "  and  protects  it.' 
Congress,  in  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  1, 1864,  had  in  view 
the  individual  interests  of  bona  fide  settlers  upon  small  parcels 
of  public  lands,  as  well  as  the  common  interests  of  a  commu- 
nity of  persons  so  contiguously  settled  as  to  justify  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  town  or  city,  and  did  not  intend  the  act  for  the 
especial  benefit  of  municipal  corporations,  and  to  authorize 
under  its  sanction  an  appropriation  of  private  property  to  pub- 
lic use,  without  compensation,  or  an  arbitrary  confiscation  of 
rights  of  property  for  the*  benefit  of  municipal  associations  or 
corporations.  So  held  in  an  action  where  the  defendant,  a 
corporation,  had  laid  out  a  plaza,  including  a  portion  of  the 
plaintiff's  land,  settled  upon  for  private  use.*  To  the  same 
effect,  held,  in  a  case  where  the  land  was  claimed  by  the  corpo- 
ration as  a  public  street.^ 

§  2526.  Relief. — If  the  claimant  makes  out  his  title,  he  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  which  will  remove  the  cloud,  but  the  court 
can  not  order  the  land  to  be  sold  for  payment  of  the  debt  found 
due  by  the  original  decree.^  The  judgment  in  such  an  action 
may  contain  a  clause  perpetually  restraining  the  defendant  from 

»  Ciirtis  V.  Sutter,  \&  Cal.  259.  *  Jones  v.  City  of  Petaluma,  38  Cal. 

2  Hicks  V.  Coleman,  25  Cal.  132.  40G. 

'  Chotard  v.  Pope,  12  Wheat.  587;  ^  See  Alemany  v.  City  of  Petaluma, 

Lytla  V.  State  of  Arkansas,  9  How.  38  Cal.  553. 

'6i'^\  cited  in  Hutton  v.  Frisbie,  37  «Wand  v.  Chamberlain,  2  Black, 

Cal.  475.  430. 
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further  setting  up  the  claim  so  adjudged  to  be  invalid.^  In  an 
action  brought  in  the  usual  form,  to  quiet  title,  the  court  will 
not  decree  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  of  the  de- 
fendant to  convey  to  the  plaintiff's  executor.'  Where  one  has 
an  outstanding  deed  which  improperly  clouds  the  title  of  the 
true  owner,  chancery  will  order  such  deed  to  be  canceled  and 
annulled.'  And  a  decree  pronouncing  that  a  conveyance  is 
fraudulent  and  void  has  the  result  to  remove  any  cloud  result- 
ing from  its  execution.^  So,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iff, in  an  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  as  a  cloud  upon  the  plaintiff's 
title,  has  a  like  effect,  and  is  an  adjudication  that  title  is  in  the 
plaintiff.* 

§  2527.  Right  of  Action.— Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  be 
quieted  in  his  title  whenever  any  claim  is  made  to  real  estate 
of  which  he  is  in  possession,  the  effect  of  which  claim  might  be 
litigation  or  the  loss  of  his  property. °  So  a  party  has  a  right 
to  have  his  title  to  land  protected  from  a  sale  which  may  create 
a  cloud  upon  it.^  The  section  of  the  California  statute  au- 
thorizes the  interposition  of  equity  in  cases  where  previously 
bills  of  peace  would  not  lie.**  It  enlarges  the  class  of  cases  in 
which  equitable  relief  could  formerly  be  sought  in  quieting 
title. 

§  2528.  Rights  of  Parties.— A  party's  right  is  limited  to 
the  object  for  which  it  was  acquired,  and  another  party  may 
acquire  another  right  for  similar  or  other  purposes,  not  in  con- 
flict with  the  prior  right.* 

§  2529.  Title. — In  actions  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  title,  in 
Indiana,  the  sources  of  plaintiff's  title  need  not  be  alleged.^*' 
In  New  York,  the  facts  constituting  plaintiff's  title  and  the 
cloud  thereon  should  be  distinctly  shown."  Title  iufee  is  not 
necessary;  the  allegation  of  a  limited  or  equitable  estate  is  suf- 
flcient."  In  an  action  to  quiet  title  to  a  quartz  claim,  a  posses- 
sory title  thereto  is  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action  by  a  party 
in  possession  as  against  one  out  of  possession.^"    But  he  must 

^Brooksv.  Caldcrwood,  34Cal.663.  O'Keiffe  v.  Cunningham,  9  Id.  690; 

3  Killey  v.  Wilson,  33  Cal.  691.  Nev.  Co.  and  Sac.  Co.  Canal  Co.  v. 

»  Shattuck  V.  Carson,  2  Cal.  588.  Kidd,  37  Id.  282. 

♦Gibbons  V.  Peralta,  21  Cal.  629.  »"Lash  v.  Perry,  19  Ind.  322. 

6  Marshall  v.  Shafter,  32  Cal.  176.  "  Williams  v.  Ayrault,  31  Barb.  364. 

As  to  relief  in  New  York,  see  3  N.  Y.  ^^Crait  v.   Merrill,    14  N.   Y.  456; 

R.  S.,  6th  ed.,  1875,  p.  679  et  seq.  Lounsbury  v.  Purdy,  18  Id.  515;  see 

«^Head  V.  Fordyce,  17  CaL  149.  also  3  N.  Y.  R.  S.  (6th  ed.,  1875),  p. 

'  Guy  V.  Herniance,  5  Cal.  73.  579. 

»  Curtis  V.  Sutter,  15  Cal.  259;  Cal.  »  Pralus  v.  Pacific  G.  and  S.  M.  Co., 

Code  C.  P.,  sec.  738.  35  Cal.  30. 

•iloffman     v.    Stone,   7    CaL   49; 
Ektxe,  Vol.  II— U 
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possess  a  title  superior  to  that  of  his  adversary,  and  of  course 
to  that  of  the  government  througli  whom  his  adversary  chiims, 
or  he  must  possess  equities  which  will  control  the  title  in  his 
adversary's  name/ 

§  2530.  Who  Bound  by  Judgment. — One  who  purchases 
from  the  defendant,  during  the  pendency  of  an  action  to  quiet 
title,  in  which  action  a  lis  pendeiis  has  been  filed,  is  bound  by 
the  judgment  rendered  therein.' 

§  2531.    The  Sazne-^ Another  Form. 

Form  No,  686. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  now,  and  for  a  long  time  hitherto  has  been,  in 
the  possession  of  that  certain  lot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land  situ- 
ated, lying,  and  being  in  the  county  of ,  state  of , 

and  bounded  and  described  as  follows,  to  wit  [describe  prop- 
erty], 

II.  That  the  said  plaintiff  claims  title  in  fee  to  the  said 
premises,  and  that  the  said  defendant  claims  an  estate  or  inter- 
est therein  adverse  to  the  said  plaintiff. 

III.  That  the  claim  of  the  said  defendant  is  without  any 
right  whatever,  and  that  the  said  defendant  has  not  any  estate, 
right,  title,  or  interest  whatever  in  said  land  or  premises,  or 
any  part  thereof. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays: 

1.  That  the  defendant  may  be  required  to  set  forth  the  nature 
of  his  claim,  and  that  all  adverse  claims  of  the  defendant  may 
be  determined  by  a  decree  of  this  court. 

2.  That  by  said  decree  it  be  declared  and  adjudged  that  the 
defendant  has  no  estate  or  interest  whatever  in  or  to  said  land 
and  premises;  and  that  the  title  of  plaintiff  is  good  and  valid. 

3.  That  the  defendant  be  forever  enjoined  and  debarred  from 
asserting  any  claim  whatever  in  or  to  said  laud  and  premises, 
adverse  to  the  plaintiff;  and  for  such  other  relief  as  to  this 
honorable  court  shall  seem  meet  and  agreeable  to  equity,  and 
for  his  costs  of  suit. 

§  2532.    The  Same— Another  Form. 

Form  No,  686, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  he  commenced 

an  action  in  the  [state  the  court],  against  the  said  G.  D.  and  one 

^  Boggs  V.  Merced  Mining  Co.,  14  Cal.  279, 
*  Haynes  v.  Caldcrwood,  23  Oal.  409. 
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E.  F.,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  said  [district] 
court,  the  plaintiff  recovered  in  said  action  a  judgment  against 

the  defendants  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  for  the  sum  of dollars 

damages  and  costs. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  a  writ  of  exe- 
cution was  issued  on  said  judgment  in  due  form  of  law,  directed 
and  delivered  to  G.  H.,  the  then  sheriff  of ,  to  be  ex- 
ecuted. 

III.  That  by  virtue  of  such  execution  the  said  sheriff  did  levy 
on  the  lands  and  real  estate  hereinafter  described  as  the  lands 
and  property  of  the  said  defendant  0.  D.,  and  after  giving  and 
publishing  the  notice,  and  doing  all  things  required  by  law, 

did  on  the day  of »  18 . . ,  legally  sell  the  said  lands 

and  premises,  and  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  which  the 

said  defendant  C.  D.  had  therein,  on  the. . .  .day  of , 

18 . . ,  and  the  above-named  plaintiff  being  the  highest  bidder 
at  such  sale  became  the  legal  purchaser  thereof. 

IV.  That  the  said  G.H.,  as  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  duly  executed 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  certificate  of  such  sale,  as  re- 
quired by  law,  and  after  the  time  for  redemption  had  expired, 
and  neither  the  said  C.  D.  nor  any  other  person  having  re- 
deemed the  premises  from  such  sale,  to  wit,  on  the. . .  .day  of 

I  18. .,  the  said  G.  H.,  as  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  made, 

executed,  and  delivered  to  this  plaintiff  a  deed  of  conveyance  of 
said  premises  as  required  by  law. 

y.  That  the  following  is  a  description  of  the  said  lands  and 
premises  [here  describe  them],  together  with  all  and  singular  the 
tenements,  hereditaments,  ^nd  appurtenances  thereunto  belong- 
ing, or  in  any  wise  appertaining. 

YI.  And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
rendering  of  the  above-named  judgment,  and  for  several  years 
2?rior  thereto,  and  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  the  said  defendant 
C.  D.  had  been  and  was  the  real  owner  of  said  lands  and 
premises. 

VII.  That  on  the day  of >  18. . ,  and  after  the 

commencement  of  and  pending  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  against 
said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  herein  above  referred  to,  the  said  C.  D. 
was  largely  indebted,  and  amongst  other  persons  was  indebted 
to  the  firm  of  I.  K.  and  company,  and  also  to  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  demands  for  which  the  above  judgment  was  rendered. 

yill.  That,  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  so 
charges  the  truth  to  be,  with  a  view  to  conceal  his  said  property 
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from  plaintiff  and  other  creditors,  and  to  hinder  and  delay  and 
defraud  them  in  the  collection  of  their  debts  and  demands,  he, 
the  said  defendant  C.  D.,  made  and  executed  to  one  L.  M.  a 
conveyance  of  the  said  above-described  premises,  so  purchased 
by  suid  plaintiff  as  above  set  forth. 

IX.  And  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  therefore 
avets,  that  said  conveyance  was  without  any  consideration  mov- 
ing from  said  L.  M.  or  any  other  person,  but  was  wholly  volun- 
tary, sham,  and  fictitious;  and  that  said  L.  M.  held  said  prem- 
ises under  said  conveyance,  in  secret  trust  for  the  said  0.  D., 
until  the  conveyance  by  him  as  next  hereinafter  stated. 

X.  That  on  the day  of >  1^  •  • »  the  said  L. 

M.,  at  the  request,  as  plaintiff  believes  and  charges,  of  the  said 
C.  D.,  and  without  any  consideration  moving  therefor,  made 
and  executed  a  conveyance  of  said  premises  to  one  0.  D.,  who 
is  the  father  of  the  said  C.  D. ;  and  that,  as  plaintiff  believes 
and  charges,  the  said  O.  D.  paid  no  valuable  consideration,  but 
took  and  held  the  same  in  secret  trust  for  the  said  C.  D.,  and 
with  the  intent  to  aid  and  abet  the  said  C.  D.  in  hindeiing,  de- 
laying, and  defrauding  bis  creditors,  and  especially  this  plaintiff. 

XI.  And  the  plaintiff  further  avers  that  by  virtue  of  the  sale 
and  purchase  by  him  as  above  stated,  and  the  conveyance  from 

said as  sheriff,  he  became,  and  was,  and  is  the  owner 

of  said  premises;  that  the  conveyance  from  said  C!  D.  to  said 
L.  M.,  and  from  said  L.  M.  to  said  O.  D.,  were  and  are  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  and  operate  only  as  a  cloud  on  the  title  of  said 
plaintiff. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  that  it  may  be  decreed: 

1.  That  said  defendant  C.  D.  was  the  real  owner  of  said 
premises  at  the  time  of  issuing  said  execution  and  sale,  and  the 
conveyance  by  the  said  sheriff  to  said  plaintiff,  and  that  said 
defendant  O.  D.,  at  the  same  period,  held  the  same  in  secret 
and  fraudulent  trust  for  said  C.  D.  as  aforesaid;  and  further, 
that  the  plaintiff  be  adjudged  and  decreed  to  be  the  legal  owner 
of  said  premises,  and  that  the  said  conveyance  from  said  C.  D. 
to  said  L.  M.,  and  from  said  L.  M.  to  said  O.  D.,  may  be  de- 
creed to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  and  of  no  force  or  effect. 

2.  That  the  said  defendants  C.  D.  and  O.  D.  may  be  decreed 
to  make,  execute,  and  deliver  to  ibis  plaintiff  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance of  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  in  said  premises;  or,  that 
some  person  may  be  appointed  by  this  honorable  court  to  do  it 
for  them,  and  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  such  further  or  other 
relief  as  the  nature  of  the  case  may  require;  and  in  the  mean 
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time  that  the  said  defendant  may  be  enjoined  from  selling,  con- 
Tejing,  transferring,  mortgaging,  incumbering,  or  otherwise 
interfering  or  meddling  with  said  premises,  and  for  costs. 

§  2533.  To  Remove  a  Mortgage  Which  is  a  Cloud 
upon  Title. 

Form  No,  687. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plainti£f  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  following  de- 
scribed premises,  situated  in  [description]. 

II.  [Allege  the  making  of  the  mortgage,  or  other  apparent 
lien,  stating  facts  which  show  that  on  its  face  it  appears  valid, 
and  that  in  fact  it  is  void.] 

III.  That  said  mortgage  was,  on  the day  of , 

18 . . ,  duly  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  said  county, 
in  book  ....  of  mortgages,  p ,  and  still  remains  unsatis- 
fied of  record,  and  a  cloud  upon  the  plaintiff's  title. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  give  up  said  mortgage  to  be  canceled. 

2.  That  the  same  be  satisfied  of  record. 

3.  And  for  the  costs  of  this  action. 

§  2534.  Mortgage  on  Homestead.— Where  A.,  a  married 
man,  mortgaged  the  homestead  to  B.,  without  concurrence  of 
his  wife,  and  A.  and  his  wife  subsequently  mortgaged  toC, 
and  B.  and  C.  both  foreclosed  their  mortgages,  neither  making 
the  other  a  party;  whereupon  C.  filed  a  bill  against  B.  to  set 
aside  the  decree  of  foreclosure  of  the  latter,  alleging  that  the 
homestead  premises  did  not  exceed  in  value  five  thousand  dol- 
lars; it  was  held  that  C.  could  urge  the  same  objections  to  the 
mortgage  of  B.  that  A.  and  his  wife  could,  that  B.'s  decree  was 
a  cloud  upon  the  title,  and  impaired  the  security;  and  that  0. 
was  entitled  to  have  it  set  aside.' 

§  2535.  Parties.— The  plaintiff  filed  her  bill  to  remove  a 
cloud  upon  her  title  to  land,  created  by  her  husband's  deed  to 
one  of  the  defendants,  and  she  joined  in  the  bill  three  other  de- 
fendants, one  of  whom  had  bought  a  portion  of  the  land  from 
the  plaintiff  and  her  husband,  and  two  of  whom  held  a  mort- 
gage upon  the  property  executed  by  them;  it  was  held  that  the 
latter  were  unnecessary  parties,  as  the  grantee  in  the  deed 
from  the  husband,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  were  the  only 
parties  nece^ry  to  a  complete  adjudication  of  the  case.' 

§  2536.     aeriff 's  Title.— The  plaintiff  purchased  at  sheriff 's 

^  Doraey  v.  McFarknd,  7  Cal.  342.  >  Be  PcnUta  v.  Simon,  5  Cal.  313. 
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Bale,  under  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  property  for  twenty  dol- 
lars, which  was  shown  to  be  worth  three  thousand,  with  a  rental 
of  fifty  dollars  per  month.  The  defendant  purchased  the  prop- 
erty under  another  mortgage  sale  for  two  thousand  dollars, 
and  the  plaintiff  being  in  possession  filed  his  bill  to  cancel  de- 
fendant's deed,  and  remove  the  cloud  from  his  title.  To  en- 
title a  party  to  this  relief,  it  must  appear  that  the  contract  was 
fair,  just,  and  reasonable,  and  founded  upon  an  adequate  con- 
sideration, as  a  court  of  equity  will  not  use  its  powers  to  com- 
plete a  speculation  which  is  already  too  fortunate  to  obtain  its 
favorable  regard.^ 


CHAPTER  V. 

COMPLAINTS   FOR  WASTE. 

§  2537.    By  Lessor— Waste  by  Iiessee. 

Form  No,  J588, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

hired  from  him  the  house  No street,  San  Fran- 
cisco, for  the  term  of months. 

II.  That  the  defendant  occupied  the  same  under  such  hiring. 

III.  That  during  the  period  of  such  occupation  the  defendant 
greatly  injured  the  premises  [state  how],  to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff dollars,  against  the  form  of  the  statute. 

Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judgment  for dollars 

damages. 

§  2538.  Allegation  of  Tenaxicy. — In  an  action  to  recover 
for  waste,  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  is  entitled  to  an  im- 
mediate estate  of  inheritance,  although  he  need  not  set  out  his 
title  particularly.'  If  the  action  is  against  a  tenant  for  life  or 
years,  the  complaint  must  show  a  seisin  in  the  plaintiff,  and  a 
demise  to  the  defendant;'  and  an  allegation  that  the  defendants 
held  certain  premises  as  tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  under 
a  demise  to  them  for  a  certain  rent,  imports  a  tenancy  for  a  term, 
and  not  a  tenancy  at  will.^  Under  an  averment  of  wrongful 
waste,  a  recovery  may  be  had  for  negligent  waste.* 

§  2539.  Growing  Timber — Common-law  Doctrine. — Al- 
though the  common-law  doctrine  of  waste  is  not  ^rictly  appli- 

*  Bunlap  V.  Kelsey,  5  Cal.  181.  *Parrott  v.  Barney,  Deady'a  Rep. 

'Greenly  v.  Hall,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  9.     405. 

»  Carris  v.  Ingalla,  12  Wend.  70.  *  Eobinson  v.  Wheeler,  25  N  Y.  252. 
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cable  in  this  country,  j^et  sucli  cutting  of  trees  or  timber  as  will 
work  a  permanent  injury  to  the  freehold  or  inheritance,  in  the 
absence  of  any  specific  leave  or  license  to  cut  such  trees  or  tim- 
ber, is  waste,' for  which  an  action  will  lie  in  equity,  for  the  pre- 
vention of  such  injury  by  injunction  before  it  is  committed,  or 
at  law,  for  the  recovery  of  damages  by  the  remainderman,  after 
the  injury  is  done.^  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  stat- 
utes of  Marlebridge  and  Gloucester  concerning  waste  are  a 
part  of  the  common  law,  brought  to  this  country  from  Eng- 
land.' Whilst  the  timber  is  growing,  it  is  part  of  the  realty, 
and  its  destruction  constitutes  that  kind  of  waste,  the  commis- 
sion of  which  a  court  of  equity  will,  upon  petition,  restrain. 
When  once  cut,  the  character  of  the  property  is  changed;  it 
has  ceased  to  be  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  has  become  per- 
sonalty,  but  its  title  is  not  changed.  It  belongs  to  the  owner 
of  the  land  as  much  afterwards  as  previously,  and  he  may  pur- 
sue it  into  whosesoever  hands  it  goes,  and  is  entitled  to  all  the 
remedies  for  its  recovery  which  the  law  affords  for  the  recovery 
of  any  other  personal  property  wrongfully  taken  or  detained 
from  its  owner.  And  if  he  can  not  find  the  property,  to  enforce 
its  specific  return,  he  may  waive  the  wrong  committed  in  its 
removal  and  use,  and  sue  for  the  value,  as  upon  an  implied  con- 
tract of  sale.' 

§  2540.  Xi^funotion,  'when  Lies. — Cutting,  destroying,  or 
removing  growing  timber  is  sufficient  ground  for  an  injunction, 
without  any  allegation  of  insolvency.^  A  purchaser  of  stand- 
ing timber  can  not  obtain  an  injunction  to  stay  waste  committed 
by  the  cutting  of  the  timber:  1.  Because  as  to  him  the  cutting 
of  the  timber  is  no  waste,  neither  the  remainder  in  fee  simple 
nor  in  fee  tail  being  vested  in  him ;  2.  Because  being  a  mere 
purchaser  of  the  timber,  he  has  adequate  relief  at  law,  if  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  defendants  are  irresponsible. 

§  2541.  Mining  Claims. — The  working  of  a  mine  is  waste.' 
The  removal  of  gold  from  a  mine  is  emphatically  taking  away 
the  entire  substance  of  the  estate,  and  comes  within  that  class 
of  trespass  for  which  injunctions  are  now  universally  granted,' 

1  McCay  v.  Wait,  51  Barb.  225.  *  United  States  v.  Parrott,  1  McAll. 

'Parrott  v.  Barney,  Deady's  Rep.  271. 
405.  ®  Merced  Min.  Co.  v.  Fremont,  7 

'  Halleck  v.  Mixer,  16  Cal.  574.  Cal.  317;  see  also  Uenshaw  v.  Clark, 

^Katoma  Water  and  Mining  Co.  v.  14  Cal.  465;  Logan  v.  Driscoll,  19  Id. 

Clarkin,  14  ^al.  544;  Silva  v.  Garcia,  623;  McLaughlin  v.  KcUy,  22  Id.  212; 

3  West  Coast  Rep.  769.     For  forma  People  v.  Morrill,  26  Id.  337;  More  v. 

of   complaints  for  an  injunction  re-  Massini,  32  Id.  595;  Hess  v.  Winder, 

straining    waste,  see    ** Injunction,'*  34  Id.  270;  Willard'sEq.  Jur.  370. 
post. 
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when  the  injury  threatens  to  be  continuous  and  irreparable.' 
It  is  no  objection  to  an  injunction  in  such  case  that  the  party 
may  possibly  recover  what  others  may  deem  an  equivalent  in 
money. ^  Where  a  ditch  has  been  excavated  from*  the  bed  of  a 
stream,  and  its  water  has  been  diverted  through  ihe  same  for 
mining  purposes,  a  miner  has  no  right  to  work  a  claim  located 
above  its  head,  after  the  ditch  is  dug,  so  as  to  mingle  mud  and 
sediment  with  the  water,  and  injure  the  ditch,  or  fill  it  up,  and 
lessen  its  capacity.' 

§  2542.  Parties. — The  action  for  waste  may  be  maintained 
against  a  guardian,  tenant  for  life  or  years,  joint  tenant,  or  ten- 
ant in  common  of  real  property.  It  may  be  maintained  by  any 
person  aggrieved.^  It  has  been  held  in  Wisconsin,  that  under 
their  statute,  the  action  could  only  be  maintained  where  there 
is  a  privity  of  estate ;  and  that  the  doctrine  of  relation  could 
only  be  applied  for  the  protection  of  persons  standing  in  some 
privity  with  the  party  who  institutes  the  proceedings  for  the 
land  and  acquires  an  equitable  claim  or  right  to  the  title,  and 
would  not  aid  plaintiff  in  maintaining  an  action  for  waste.^ 

§  2543.  Removal  of  Building. — An  injunction  will  not  be 
granted  at  the  suit  of  the  landlord,  agaiust  the  tenant  or  his 
assigns,  to  restrain  the  commission  of  waste  by  the  removal 
from  the  demised  premises  of  a  building  erected  by  the  tenant, 
if  it  appears  that  the  landlord  is  not  entitled  to  the  reversion.* 
But  where  the  landlord  is  entitled  to  the  reversion,  the  tearing 
down  or  destruction  of  the  demised  buildings  by  a  tenant, 
unless  authorized  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  is  waste,  and  if 
threatened,  will  be  restrained  by  injunction.  And  a  provision 
in  a  lease  authorizing  a  tenant  to  alter  and  repair,  does  not 
authorize  him  to  tear  down  or  destroy.^  But  it  is  not  waste  in 
a  tenant  for  life  to  cut  down  timber  trees  for  the  purpose  of 
making  uecessarj'  repairs  on  the  estate,  and  to  sell  them  and 
purchase  boards  with  the  proceeds,  provided  it  is  the  most  eco- 
nomical mode.' 

§  2544.  Triple  Dainages.~The  statutes  of  most  all  the 
states,  including  California,  provide  that  in  an  action  for  waste 
the  judgment  may  be  for  triple  damages.'  At  common  law 
there  is  no  forfeiture  of  estate  for  years  for  the  commission  of 

*  Merced  MiDing  Co.  v.  Fremont,  7        *  Whitney  v.  Morrow,  34  Wis.  644. 
Cal.  317.     Consult  Hill  v.  Taylor,  22        «PciTiiie  v.  Marsden,  34  Cal.  14. 
Id.  191.  '  Davenport  v.    Magoon,    3   West 

« Hicks  V.  Michael,  15  Cal.  107.  Coast  llcp.  328. 

«  Hill  V.  Smith,  27  Cal.  476.  «  Loomis  v.  Wilbur,  5  Mason,  13. 

*  Cal.  Codo  C.  P.,  sec.  732.  •  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  732, 733. 
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waste,  but  it  was  made  so  by  statute  of  6  Edward  I.,  and  it  was 
expressly  confined  to  tbe  place  wberein  the  waste  was  com- 
mitted; but  the  statute  of  .California  confines  tbe  remedy  to 
triple  damages.'  If  tl^  court  refuse  to  triple  tbe  damages,  the 
remedy  is  on  appeal,  and  not  by  mandamiiA.*  When  triple 
damages  are  given  by  statute,  it  must  be  expressly  inserted, 
and  conclude,  to  the  damage  of  tbe  plaintiff,  against  the 
statute."  This  rule,  however,  does  not  apply  to  justices' 
courts.* 

§  2545.  Waste  Defined.—' *  Waste,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Black- 
stone,  ''is  a  spoil  or  destruction  in  bouses,  gardens,  trees,  or 
other  corporeal  hereditaments,  to  the  disherison  of  him  that 
bath  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple  or  fee  tail.^  It  is 
waste  to  cut  timber  trees  and  sell  them  in  exchange  for  fire- 
wood, but  not  to  use  for  posts  on  the  premises.'  In  this 
country,  no  act  of  a  tenant  constitutes  waste,  unless  it  is  or 
may  be  prejudicial  to  the  inheritance,  or  to  those  who  are  enti- 
titled  to  the  reversion  or  remainder.^ 

§  2546.  When  'Action  Lies. — Tbe  action  for  waste  lies, 
even  after  assignment  of  the  reversion.^  An  action  of  waste  is 
not  maintainable  against  a  tenant  by  elegit  on  the  principles  of 
the  common  law.'  The  action  may  be  maintained  under  the 
California  code  of  civil  procedure,  section  732,  for  commissive 
or  permissive  waste.'^  But  a  tenant  at  will  is  not  liable;  though 
if  he  commit  voluntary  waste  he  is  liable,  not  as  tenant,  but  as 
a  trespasser;  and  for  permissive  waste,  as  for  failure  to  keep 
premises  in  repair,  be  was  never  liable." 

§  2547.  When  Ipjunction  -wiU  not  be  Dissolved. — An 
injunction  will  not  be  dissolved  restraining  defendants  from 
felling  trees,  where  the  question  of  boundary  is  in  dis- 
pute; especially  where  the  plaintiff's  bond  will  fully  protect 
them  for  any  delay,  if  it  should  turn  out  that  they  have  aoy 
right." 

*  Chipman  v.  Emeric,  3  Cal.  283.  •  Padelford  v.   Padelford,  7  Pick. 

'  Early  v.  Mannix,  15  Cal.  149.  152;  see  also  Clark  v.  Holden,  7  Gray, 

'Chipman  v.   Emeric,  5  Cal.  239.»  8. 

But  see  conira,  Robinson  v.  Kinnc,  1  ^  Pynchtn  v.  Steams,  11  Met.  304. 

N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  60;  Carris  v.  Ingalb,  *  ru)binson  v.  Wheeler,  25  N.    Y. 

12  Wend.  70.  252. 

♦O'Callaghan  v.  Booth,  6  Cal.  66.  » 1  Co.  Lit.  64;  3  Co.,  part  6,  37; 

*Sedg.  on  Dam.  140;  see  also  the  Scott  v.  Lenox,  2  Brock.  Marsh.  57. 

common   law  with  reganl   to  waste,  *°Parrott  v.  Barney,  Deady's  Rep. 

expounded    by    Lord   Chief   Justice  405. 

Eyre,  in  Jeflferson  v.  Bishop  of  Dun-  "  Id. 

ham,  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  120;  and  Story  "Buckalew  v.  Estell,  5  Cal.  108. 
£q.  Jur.,  sec.  909. 
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§  2548.  By  Purchaser  at  Sheriff's  Sale— For  WaBte, 
Intermediate  the  Sale  and  Delivery  of  Possession. 

Form  No.  689. 
[Title.] 

The  plaiu tiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  one  A.  B.  was  the 

owner  in  fee  of  the  following  described  premises  [description  of 
premises]. 

II.  That  the  said  premises  were  at  the  time  subject  to  the 
lien  of  a  judgment  recovered  by  one  C.  D.  against  E.  F.,  in  an 

action  in  the  superior  court  of  the  county  of   ,  in  this 

state,  which  judgment  was  docketed  in  said  county  [or  state  the 
county],  and  that  the  sheriff  of  said  county,  by  virtue  of  an  ex- 
ecution issued  thereon,  sold  the  same. 

III.  That  at  such  sale  the  plaintiff  became  the  purchaser,  and 
the  sheriff  executed  and  delivered  to  him  a  certificate  of  the 

said  sale,  and  on  the  ....  day  of   1 18. . ,  and  before 

this  action,  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  deed  of  the 
premises  pursuant  to  the  said  sale  thereof,  and  the  plaintiff 
paid  the  purchase  money  therefor. 

lY.  That  intermediate  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  deed,  the 
defendant  being  in  possession  [allege  act  of  waste  and  damage^ 
against  form  of  the  statute].^ 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2549.    The  Same— By  Redemptioner. 

Form,  No.  690. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  II.  [As  in  preceding  form.] 

m.  That  at  such  sale  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser, 
and  the  sheriff  executed  and  delivered  to  him  a  certificate  of 
the  sale  thereof. 

lY .  That  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration  of  six  months, 
the   plaintiff  redeemed  the  same  from  said   sale  by  paying 

the  necessary  amount  therefor,  and  on  the   day  of 

,  18. . ,  and  before  this  action,  the  sheriff  executed  and 

delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  deed  of  the  premises,  pursuant  to 
the  sale  and  redemption. 

y.  [Allege  acts  of  waste,  intermediate  sale  and  redemption^ 
against  the  form  of  the  statute.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

^  The  deed  and  payment  should  be  alleged:  Farmers'  Bank  of  Saratoga  v. 
Merchant,  13  How.  Pr.  10. 
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§  2550.  By  Remainderman— For  Forfeiture  and  Jjvio- 
tion  on  Aooount  of  Waste. 

Ibrm  No,  69U 
[Title.] 
The  plaintifif  oomplains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  his  death,  one  A.  B.  was  seised  in  fee 
of  [describe  the  premises]. 

II.  That  in  his  life-time,  the  said  A.  B.  made  and  published 
his  last  will  and  testament,  whereby  he  devised  the  said  land 
to  the  plaintiiF,  subject,  however,  to  a  devise  made  in  the  same 
will,  of  the  same  lands,  to  the  defendant,  for  the  term  of  

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

said  A.  B.  died. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  entered  into  possession  of  the  same 
under  the  said  will. 

y.    That  on  the day  of i  18 . . ,  the  defendant 

committed  great  waste  on  the  said  land  [state  acts  of  waste]. 

VI.  That  the  injury  thereby  done  to  the  said  property,  and 
the  estate  of  the  plaintifif  therein,  is  more  than  equal  to  the 
Talue  of  the  defendant's  unexpired  term. 

Wherefore  the  plaintifif  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  estate  of  the  defendant  in  the  said  property  be 
forfeited. 

2.  That  he  be  evicted  therefrom. 

3.  For dollars  damage.^ 

^  This  form  is  applicable  to  such  Under  the  statute  of  California  the 
states  as  admit  by  statute  forfeiture  remedy  is  confined  to  recovery  of 
and  eviction  on   account  of   waste,     triple  damages. 


SUBDrVISIOI^   EIGHTH, 

POR  SPECIFIC  RELIEF. 


CHAPTER  I. 
creditors'  suits. 

§  2551.  Ck>mxuencement  of  Complaint — One  Suing  for 
AU. 

F(yrm  No.  692, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  on  belialf  of  himself  and  of  all  others, 
the  creditors  of  A.  B.,  who  shall  in  due  time  come  in,  and  seek 
relief  by  and  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  this  action,  and 
alleges : 

I.  That  the  said  creditors  of  A.  B.  are  very  numerous,  to  wit, 
more  than in  number,  and  that  some  of  them  are  un- 
known to  the  plaintiff,  and  can  not  with  diligence  be  ascer- 
tained by  him;  and  that  it  is  impraticable  to  bring  them  all 
before  the  court  in  this  action;  wherefore  he  sues  for  the  benefit 
of  all.^ 

*  The  code  of  civil  procedure  of  CJali-  him,  or  denies  the  debt,  the  court  or 

fomia,  and  in  fact  all  the  codes,  pro-  judge  may,  bv  an  order,  authorize  an 

vide  for  proceedings  Buppleuientaiy  to  action  to  be  brought  by  the  creditor 

execution,  winch  take  the  place  of  the  against  such  person  or  corporation  for 

former  action  for  discovery.     Under  the  recovery  of  such  intei-est  or  debt, 

these  proceedings  the  debtor  may  be  and  in  the  mean  time  restrain  any 

examined,  and  witnesses  required  to  transfer  or  dis}x>sition  of  tiie  debt  or 

appearand  testify,  and  the  judge  or  interest:  See  Code  O.  P.,  sees.  714- 

referee  may  order  any  property  of  721.   These  provisions  cover  the  whole 

the  judgment  debtor,  not  exempt  from  field;  and  sections  4  and  8  of  the  same 

execution,  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor  code  would  seem  to  restrict  the  rem- 

or  any  other  person,  or  due  to  the  edy  in  such  cases  to  those  provided 

judgment  debtor,  to  be  applied  tow-  by  the  code.     However,  a  complaint 

firds   the   satisfaction    of   the  judg-  by  a  judgment  creditor  who  has  ob- 

ment.     This  order,  of  course,   only  tained  from  the  court  or  judge  the 
applies  to  those  cases  where  it  is  con- '  proper  order  against  one  who  claims 

ceded   that  the  money  or  property  to  own  the  property  alleged  to  be  the 

belongs  to  the  judgment  debtor.    But  debtor's,  or  who  denies  an  indebted- 

if  the  person  or  cor ix)rat ion  alleged  to  ncss  to   the  judgment  debtor,  must 

liave  property  of  the  judgment  debtor,  substantially  conform  to  the  old  prac- 

or  to  be  indebted  to  him,  claims  an  tice.    For  proceedings  supplementary 

interest  in  the  property  adverse  to  to  execution  under  the  provisions  of 
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§  2552.  Construotion  of  Code  Provisions.— When  the 
question  is  one  of  a  common  or  general  interest,  or  it  is  im- 
practicable to  bring  tbem  all  before  tbe  court,  one  or  more  may 
sue  or  defend  for  tbe  benefit  of  all.^  The  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion are  intended  to  apply  exclusively  to  suits  in  equity.'  Tbe 
rule  requiring  all  persons  materially  interested  to  be  made  par- 
ties is  dispensed  ^vitb  wben  it  is  impracticable  or  inconvenient, 
as  in  case  of  joint  associations  composed  of  numerous  individu- 
als. In  such  case  tbe  statute  authorizes  one  to  sue  for  all.'  In 
such  an  action,  'when  an  injunction  is  sought,  tbe  plaintiff  must 
allege  in  bis  complaint  that  be  sues  as  well  on  behalf  of  him- 
self as  on  behalf  of  all  others  equally  interested  with  him ;  *  or 
for  tbe  benefit  of  those  interested  who  may  '*  come  in  and  con- 
tribute to  tbe  expenses,"  or,  "for  tbe  benefit  of  the  whole."* 
The  language  of  tbe  code,  "  for  tbe  benefit  of  all/'  is  sufiiciently 
stated  in  tbe  above  allegation:  "All"  "who  come  in  and  con- 
tribute to  tbe  expenses."'  The  code  provides  that  "  those  who 
are  united  in  interest  shall  be  joined  as  plaintifs;"  but  it  also^ 
in  the  same*  section,  provides  that  "  wben  tbe  question  is  one 
of  common  or  general  interest  one  or  more  may  sue  for  all," 
thus  creating  a  distinction  in  the  terms  "  united  in  interest" 
and  "  common  interest."  ^  Thus  in  the  case  of  legatees  having 
a  common  interest,  one  may  sue  in  behalf  of  themselves  and 
the  others,  and  all  may  avail  themselves  of  the  decree.^  Other- 
wise, however,  where  tbe  interests  of  several  parties  are  united, 
in  which  case  all  must  be  joined.'  Where  a  member  of  an  in- 
corporated association  sues  tbe  president  or  other  chief  officers 
for  an  accounting  concerning  the  property  of  tbe  association, 
or  for  a  fraudulent  breach  of  trust  in  respect  thereto,  all  the 
members  of  the  association  must  be  made  parties,  or  the  plaint- 
iff must  sue  for  the  benefit  of  all  others  standing  in  the  same 

the  code  above  referred  to,  see  that  330;   see  vol.  1,  pp.  54,  55,  pars.  23, 

title  in  volume  3.     See  also  '*an  act  24,  25. 

for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  and        ^  Gorman  v.  Russell,  14  Cal.  531. 

protection    of    creditors,"    approved        *  Smith   v.   Lock  wood,  1   Code  R. 

Alay  4,  1852,  and  an  act  supplement-  319;  Wood  v.  Draper,  24  Barb.  187; 

ary  thereto,  approved  March  31, 1876;  4  Abb.  l*r.  322. 

Hittcll's  Codes  and  Statutes,  15,505  to        ^  Id.;  Dennis  v.  Kennedy,  10  Barb. 

15,546.  517. 

1  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  382;        ^Dennis    v.    Kennedy,    19    Barb. 

N.  Y.  Code  of  1877,  sec.  448;  Laws  517. 

of  Idaho,  sec.  14;  Arizona,   sec.   14;        'Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  382. 
Wash.  Ter.,  sec.  15;  Smith  v.  Lock-        *  McKenzie    v.     L'Amoureux,    11 

wood,  1  Code  R.,  N.  S.,  319;  Wood  Barb.  516;  see  also  Brooks  v.  Peck. 

V.  Draper,  24 Barb.  187;  S.  C,  4  Abb.  38  Id.  519. 
Pr.  322.  •  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  382. 

'Andrews  v.  Mok.  Hill  Co.,  7  CaL 
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situation  as  himself.'  ''A  creditor  can  avoid  the  act  or  obliga- 
tion of  his  debtor  for  fraud  only  where  the  fraud  obstructs  the 
enforcement,  by  legal  process,  of  his  right  to  take  the  property 
affected  by  the  transfer  or  obligation."*  This  principle  lies  at 
the  foundation  of  all  "  creditors' suits,"  so  called,  and  existed 
before  the  code. 

§  2553.  Parties. — In  New  York,  no  creditor  can  individu- 
ally maintain  an  action  against  an  individual  stockholder  for 
the  share  illegally  distributed  to  him.  The  liability  is  to  the 
creditors  generally,  and  the  action  should  be  commenced  by 
some  party  representing  all  the  creditors.' 

§  2554.  The  Same— Where  a  Particular  Class  of  Cred- 
itors Only  are  Concerned. 

Form  No,  693. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  others, 
the  creditors  of  A.  B.,  who  are  parties  to  the  deed  of  trust 
hereinafter  mentioned  [or  whose  executions  have  been  returned 
unsatisfied],  and  who  shall  come  in  and  seek  relief  by  and  con- 
tribute to  the  expenses  of  this  action,  and  alleges: 

I.  [The  same  as  in  preceding  form,  omitting  '*  wherefore  he 
sues  for  the  benefit  of  all."] 

II.  That  the  question  which  is  the  subject  of  this  action  is  one  of 
a  common  and  general  interest  of  all  the  said  creditors  under  the 
said  trust  deed;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  benefit  of  all. 

III.  [Allege  cause  of  action.] 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2555.  Parties  to  the  Deed  of  Trust.— It  is  only  the 
particular  class  who  might  have  brought  the  suit  who  can  come 
in.*  "Where  a  lien  creditor  seeks  relief  in  equity,  in  behalf  of 
himself  and  other  creditors  of  the  same  class,  the  decree  should 
provide  for  the  relief  of  all.^  All  parties  in  the  same  manner 
affected,  though  in  different  degrees,  may  be  joined.' 

§  2556.  Creditor's  Action  on  a  Judgment  of  a  Court  of 
Record,  to  Set  Aside  Fraudulent  Assignment. 

Form  No.  694, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges  [or  commencement  as  in 

preceding  form]: 

>  Worth  V.  Radde,  18  Abb.  Pr.  396;  Cooke    v.     Smith,     3    Sandf.     Ch. 

S.  C,  28  How.  Fr.  230;  Habicht  v.  333. 

Pembcrton,  4  Sandf.  657.  *  Trustees  of  Wabash  and  Erie  Ca« 

'-•Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3441.  nal  v.  Beers,  2  Black,  448. 

'Osgood  V.  Laytiu,  6  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  **Vermeule  v.  Beck,   15  How.  Pr. 

S.,  1.  333;  Van  Rensselaer V,  Layman,  10  Id. 

*  Parmalee  v.  Egan,  7  Paige,  610;  505;  Wandle  v.  Tnrney,  5  Duer,  661. 


§  2556.  creditors'  suits.  223 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at , 

judgment  was   rendered   in   the court  in  his  favor, 

against  the  defendants  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  for dollars. 

II.  That  on  the    ....   day  of   ,  18. . ,  an  execution 

was  issued  upon  the  said  judgment,  against  the  property  of  the 
said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  addressed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
, ,  in  which  they  then  resided. 

III.  That  the  said  execution  has  been  returned  by  the  said 
sheriff,  wholly  unsatisfied. 

IV.  That  after  the  contracting  of  the  debt  on  which  the 
aforesaid  judgment  was  recovered,  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F. 
assigned  all  their  property  to  one  G.  H.,  in  trust  for  the  pay- 
ment of  their  debts  [or  made  an  assignment,  of  which  a  copy 
is  hereto  annexed]. 

V.  That  the  said  G.  H.  accepted  the  said  trust,  and  has  col- 
lected a  large  sum  of  money  and  other  property  from  the  assets 

of  his  assignors,  amounting  in  all  to  the  valu^  of  over 

dollars. 

YI.  That  the  said  assignment  was  made  with  intent  to  delay 
and  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.;  that  ever 
since  the  said  assignment  was  executed  and  delivered,  the  said 
property  has  remained,  and  still  remains  in  the  possession  and 
under  the  control  of  the  said  0.  D.  and  E.  F.,  who  falsely  pre- 
tend that  they  are  agents  of  said  assignee. 

YII.  That  the  pretended  indebtedness  named  and  set  forth 
in  said  assignment  as  due  from  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  to  the  de- 
fendant G.  H.,  is  fictitious;  that  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  were  not 
indebted  to  said  G.  H.  in  the  sum  therein  named,  or  in  any  sum 
whatever,  but  the  same  was  therein  inserted  for  the  purpose  of 
consumiag  the  proceeds  of  said  goods,  or  of  some  part  thereof, 
to  the  injury  of  plaintiff. 

VIII.  That  the  defendants  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  have  not,  nor  have 
either  of  them,  any  property  other  than  that  assigned  as  afore- 
said, out  of  which  plaintiff's  said  execution  could  be  satisfied  in 
whole  or  in  part,  and  that  unless  said  property  can  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  said  judgment  the  same  must  remain  wholly 
unpaid. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  said  assignment  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
the  plaintiff. 

2.  That  the  said  G.  H.  iaecount,  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  for  all  the  property  received  by  him  as  aforesaid. 

3.  That  the  defendants  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  inter- 
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fenng  with  the  said  property  or  its  proceeds,  except  under  the 
direction  of  the  court. 

4.  That  the  plaintiff's  judgment  be  satisfied  out  of  the  same. 

§  2557.  Allegation  vrhere  Debtor  la  the  Judgment  ia 
not  Defendant  because  of  Insolvency  and  Absence. 

Form  No.  695. 

That  said  [judgment  debtor]  is  wholly  insolvent  and  destitute 

of  property  [or  is  not,  and  has  not  been  for  the  space  of , 

within  this  state,  but  resides  at  San  Salvador,  in  the  state  of 
Honduras,  and  has  no  property  within  this  state].' 

§  2558.  Allegation  vrhere  Debtor  in  the  Judgment  is 
not  Defendant  because  Merely  a  Surety. 

Form  No.  596. 

That  the  said  judgment  was  recovered  in  an  action  [describe 
it],  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  made  by  the  defendant  to 
said  [surety],  with  a  note  collateral  thereto,  and  that  said  note 
and  mortgage  were  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  [surety], 
who  thereupon  guaranteed  the  payment  thereof;  but  the  same 
not  being  paid,  and  the  mortgaged  premises  being  sold  upon 
foreclosure  in  said  action  for  less  than  the  sum  due,  said  judg- 
ment was  recovered  for  the  deficiency,  as  to  which  the  said 
[surety]  was  merely  a  surety,  and  not  liable  as  a  principal  debtor, 
and  which  it  was,  by  a  provision  in  said  judgment,  directed 
should  be  levied  of  the  property  of  the  defendant  (principal 
debtor),  if  it  could  be  so  collected;  and  if  it  could  not,  then  to 
be  levied  of  the  property  of  said  [surety], 

§  2559.  Allegation  of  Issuance  of  Execution. — In  some 
of  the  states,  the  complaint  must  allege  that  an  execution  has 
been  issued,  and  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part.'  In 
Ohio,  however,  this  allegation  is  unnecessary.  Id  that  state  it 
is  only  essential  to  aver  that  the  judgment  debtor  has  no  prop- 
erty liable  to  execution."  An  allegation  that  an  execution  was 
duly  issued  and  returned,  is  held  sufficient.*  The  return  is  con- 
clusive that  the  remedy  at  law  is  exhausted.'  But  a  general 
averment  that  the  defendant  was  primarily  liable  is  not  enough 
to  excuse  the  plaintiff  from  issuing  executioH  against  other  de- 
fendants or  making  them  parties.^ 

^  This  is  a  npcessary  and  suflficient  *  French  v.  Willctt,   10  Abb.  Pr. 

excuse  for  the  non-joinder:  Van  Cleef  99. 

V.  Sickles,  5  Paige,  605.  ^  Forbes  v.  Waller,  25  N.  Y.  430; 

•''Miller  v.  Miller,  7  Hun,  208;  Mc-  Renaud  v.  O'Brien,  35  Id.  99. 

Cullough  V.  Colby,  5  Bosw.  477.  ®  Strange  v.  Longloy,  3  Barb.  Ch. 

^  Bomberger  v.  Turner,  13  Ohio  St.  650;  see  Speiglemyer  v.  Crawford,  G 

263;   Gilmore  v.   Miami  Ex.  Co.,   2  Paige,  254. 
Ohio,  294;  Piatt  v.  St.  Clair,  G  Id.  227. 
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§  25G0.  Allegation  of  Bad  Faith. — In  a  complaint  in  a 
creditor's  action,  seeking  to  set  aside  a  conveyance 'as  fraudu- 
lent, an  allegation  that  the  grantee,  the  debtor's  wife,  gave  no 
consideration  for  the  premises  conveyed  to  her,- and  that  the 
'whole  consideration  came  from  her  husband,  is  a  sufficient  alle- 
gation of  bad  faith  or  fraudulent  intent  on  her  part.^  A  mere 
general  allegation  that  the  conveyance  was  made  to  delay, 
hinder,  and  defraud,  is  not  sufficiently  specific  where  the  fraud 
is  extrinsic  to  the  instrument.' 

§  2561.  Attachment  Creditor. — ^It  has  been  frequently 
held  that  the  lien  acquired  by  the  levy  of  an  attachment  will 
not  alone  authorize  an  action  to  set  aside  the  assignment  as 
fraudulent,  either  before  or  after  judgment  in  the  attachment 
action.'  But  the  plaintiff  obtains  such  a  lion  upon  the  property 
attached  as  will  entitle  him  to  the  intervention  of  equity  to  re- 
move or  set  aside  fraudulent  obstacles  to  the  enforcement  of 
Ihe  lien,  and  for  this  purpose  may  maintain  an  action  to  reach 
the  fund  fraudulently  transferred  by  the  debtor.* 

§  2562.  Creditor's  Suit  Defined.— A  creditor's  suit  is  a 
continuation  of  the  suit  at  law,  as  it  merely  seeks  to  obtain  the 
fruits  of  the  judgment,  or  to  remove  obstacles  to  the  remedy  at 
law.* 

§  2Q63.  Docketing  Judgment — Allegation  of. — If  the 
judgment  is  one  which  will  run  into  any  county,  docketing  in 
another  county  need  not  be  averred  unless  real  property  of  the 
defendant  be  there  situated.^  The  docketing  of  a  judgment  has 
the  effect  of  imparting  constructive  notice,  even  to  strangers  to 
the  judgment,  of  the  lien  of  the  judgment  on  the  real  estate  of 

*  Newman  v.  Cordell,  43  Barb.  448.  leged  to  have  been  made,  see  Kohner 

*  Kohner  y,  Ashenaucr,  17  Cal.  580;  v.  Ashcnauer,  17  Cal.  i,,S.  The  civil 
Kinder  v.  Macy,  7  Id.  206;  Meeker  code  declares  the  question  of  fraudu- 
v.  Harris,  19  Id.  278;  Harris  v.  Tay%  lent  intent  to  be  one  of  fact,  and  not 
lor,  15  Id.  ^{48;  Castie  v.  Bader,  23  of  law,  and  that  a  transfer  or  change 
Id.  77;  Kent  v.  Snyder,  30  Id.  674;  can  not  be  adjudged  fraud alent solely 
Morenhout  v.  Brown,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  on  the  ground  tliat  it  was  uot  made 
Julv  term,   1863,  not  reported;   but  for    a    valuable    consideration:    Sec. 

.see'Mott  v.  Dunn,  10  How.  Pr.  225.  3442. 

Whether  a  complaint  necking  to  set  'Wilson  v.  Forsyth,  24  Barb.  105; 

aside  a  conveyance  on  an  allegation  Brooks  v.  Stone,  11  Abb.  Pr.  220;  Mills 

that    it    was   made   voluntarily   and  v.  Block,  30  Barb.  552;  Reubens  v. 

without  a  valuable  consideration,  and  Joel,  13  N.  Y.  488;  Mechanics'  and 

to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  cred-  Traders*  Bank  v.  Dakin,  28  How.  Pr. 

itors,  and  particularly  plaintiff,  is  de-  502. 

murrable  because  of  the  generality  of  *  Rinchey  v.  Stryker,  28  N.  Y.  45; 

this  allegation  of  fraud,  and  what  de-  Greenleaf  v.  Mumford,  19  Abb.  Pr. 

gree  ol  particularity  in  the  statement  469;  30  How.  Pr.  30. 

of  facts  and  circumstances  is  required  ^  Hatch  v.  Dorr,  4  McLean,  112. 

when  a  fraudulent  conveyance  is  al-  *  Millard  v.  Shaw,  4  How.  Pr.  137. 
Ebikb,  Vol.  11—15 
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• 

the  judgment  debtor.'  An  allegation  that  a  judgment  was  duly 
given  is  not  necessary  in  case  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  a 
court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction.' 

§  2564.  Enforcing  Trust  against  Attorney. — A  court  of 
equity  will  enforce  the  trust  which  the  law  raises,  where  an- at- 
torney has  in  his  hands,  with  notice  of  the  right  of  the  judg- 
ment creditors,  the  property  of  his  clients.' 

§  2565.  Fictitious  Grantee. — In  a  bill  to  set  aside  certain 
conveyances  of  real  estate  as  fraudulent  against  creditors,  there 
is  no  necessary  inconsistency  in  averring  the  grantee  to  be  a 
fictitious  person,  and  that  the  deed  to  him,  or  in  his  name,  was 
made  to  hinder  and  defraud  creditors.^ 

§  2566.  Form  of  Bill. — It  is  immaterial  whether  the  bill  in 
form  be  a  creditor's  bill,  if  it  contains  upon  its  face  matters  for 
relief. '^  It  should  be  so  definite  in  description  of  the  estate,  as 
that  any  one  reading  it  can  learn  thereby  what  property  is  the 
subject  of  the  litigation.^ 

§  2567.  Fraudulent  Conveyance. — If  a  debtor,  anticipat- 
ing a  judgment  against  him,  fraudulently  conveys  his  property 
to  another  who  is  privy  to  the  fraud,  with  intent  to  hinder  and 
delay  the  creditor,  who  thereafter  obtains  judgment,  and  levies 
his  execution  on  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  fraudulent 
grantee,  but  is  afterwards  induced  to  release  the  levy  on  the 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  grantor,  and  to  per- 
mit his  judgment  to  become  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
by  reason  of  similar  false  representations  by  the  judgment 
debtor,  to  the  effect  that  he  bas  no  property,  and  is  insolvent, 
the  creditor,  on  averring  and  proving  the  facts,  and  that  he  dis- 
covered the  fraud  but  recently  "before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  is  entitled  to  relief.^ 

§  2568.  Fraudulent  Judgments. — Where  several  fraudu- 
lent judgments  are  confessed  in  several  courts,  it  would  not  be 
necessary  for  a  creditor  to  bring  a  different  suit  in  each  different 
court.'    Such  judgments  are  void  against  creditors.* 

§  2569.  Husband  and  Wife.— Property  bought  by  the  hus- 
band as  the  agent  of  his  wife,  with  her  money,  and  afterwards, 
,  in  good  faith,  and  without  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  sold  by 
him  as  her  agellt  i^t  a  profit,  is  not  subject  to  the  claims  of  the 
creditors  of  the  husband  to  the  extent  of  the  profit,  on  the 

*  Page  V.  Rogcrsf  .31  Cal.  293.  ^Sedam  v. Williams,  4  McLean,  51. 

*  Williams  v.  Hogeboom,  8  Paige,        ®  Miller  v.  Sherry,  2  Wall.  237. 
4C9.  '  "^  Marshall  v.  Buchanan,  35  Cal.  264, 

3  Cowing  V.  Greene,  45  Barb.  585.        ®  Uhlfelder  v.  Levy,  9  Cal.  C07. 

*  Purkitt  V.  Polack,  17  Cal.  327.  •  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  3439. 
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ground  that  the  profit  was  the  result  of  his  skill  or  ability.^ 
Profits  derived  from  an  investment  of  the  money  of  the  wife  in 
her  name  are  to  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  her,  although  they 
were  secured  by  the  agency  of  her  husband  in  the  management 
of  the  business.' 

§  2570.  Inceptive  Steps. — In  an  action  to  set  aside  as  fraud- 
ulent a  conveyance  of  land,  so  much  of  the  complaint  as  sets  out 
in  detail  the  inceptive  steps  which  culminated  in  tbe  alleged 
fraudulent  conveyance  is  not  irrelevant  or  redundant  matter.' 

§  2571.  Insolvency  of  Debtor. — A  complaint,  by  a  judg- 
ment creditor  who  has  obtained  a  sheriff's  deed,  to  cancel  a 
deed  given  by  the  debtor  to  defraud  the  creditor  before  judg- 
ment was  recovered,  need  not  aver  that  the  debtor  was  insolvent 
when  he  made  the  deed.^  It  need  not  be  averred  that  the 
plaintiff  has  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law  by  issuing  an  execu- 
tion and  having  it  returned  nulla  bona,  for  the  reason  that  the 
fraudulent  deed  is  'a  cloud  on  the  title. ^  In  an  action  by  a 
creditor  to  defeat  a  conveyance  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  where 
there  is  no  allegation  of  insolvency,  and  the  charges  of  fraud 
are  in  the  most  general  form,  the  conveyance,  however  fraudu- 
lent as  to  creditors,  being  valid  as  between  the  parties,  no  one 
can  impeach  it  without  showing  that  he  has  been  injured  thereby, 
and  that  he  is  deprived  of  his  remedy  at  law,  and  tbat  the 
debtor  has  no  other  property  which  may  be  reached  by  ordinary 
legal  remedies;  that  such  remedies  have  been  exhausted,  or  that 
resort  to  them  would  be  fruitless.  The  specific  facts  constitut- 
ing the  fraud  must  be  averred.'  An  allegation  that  after  the 
transfer  the  company  became  insolvent,  and  was  dissolved,  is 
an  indirect  statement  that  it  was  solvent  when  the  transfer  was 
made.  It  would  be  untrue  to  say  that  the  company  became  in- 
solvent after  the  assignment,  if  it  were  insolvent  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment.^ 

§  2572.  Joinder  of  Causes. — A  claim  to  set  aside  two 
several  conveyances,  fraudulently  made  by  a  judgment  debtor 
to  several  grantees,  may  be  brought  in  one  action.' 

§  2573.  Joint  Associations. — ^It  is  not  necessary  to  make 
all  persons  materially  interested  parties  to  the  suit.  When  it 
is  impracticable  or  inconvenient,  one  may  scfe  for  all.*     The 

*  Merchant  V.  Bunnell,  3  Key es,  539.  "  Nelson  v.  Eaton,  15  How.  Pr.  305. 
2  Id.  8  Jcacot  V.  Boyle, nS  How.  Pr.  lOG. 
'  Perkins  v.  Center,  35  Cal.  713.  *  Gorman  v.  Russell,-  14.Gal.  531; 

*  Hager  v.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  47.  Von  Schmidt  v.  Huntington,  1  Id.  55; 

*  Id.  Kirk  V.  Young,  2  Abb.  Pr.  453. 

*  Harris  v.  Taylor,  15  Cal.  348. 
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remedy  against  the  joint  property  of  an  association  or  partner- 
ship must  be  exhausted  before  action  can  be  brought  against 
the  individual  members.^ 

§  2574.  Legal  Remedy  must  be  Exhausted. — The  rem- 
edy at  law  must  be  exhausted  before  a  court  of  equity  will  grant 
relief,  and  the  creditor  must  have  acquire*d  an  equitable  lien.' 
In  a  proper  case,  a  creditor's  bill  can  be  maintained,  where  the 
action  is  commenced  after  a  return  in  good  faith  of  nulla  bona, 
though  it  be  made  within  the  sixty  days  allowed  by  law  as  the 
possible  life  of  an  execution.'  But  a  judgment  creditor  may 
resort  to  chancery  to  subject  the  effects  of  his  debtor,  beyond 
the  reach  of  execution  at  law,  before  he  takes  out  execution  on 
bis  judgment,  if  it  appear  that  the  debtor  has  not  effects  liable 
to  execution  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  or  the  effects  are  connected 
with  equities  or  trusts,  or  involve  a  variety  of  interests,  so  that 
an  adequate  remedy  can  not  be  had  at  law.^ 

§  2575.  lilen. — Where  a  judgment  creditor  obtains  judgment 
against  his  debtors  and  the  assignee,  declaring  the  assignment 
void  and  appointing  a  receiver,  he  has  an  equitable  lien  upon 
the  assets  which  dates  from  the  commencement  of  the  action.^ 
It  seems  that  the  lien  acquired  by  the  commencement  of  a  cred- 
itor's suit,  to  reach  equitable  interests  and  tbings  in  action, 
should  not  be  regarded  as  attaching  by  the  mere  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  but  only  when  judgment  is  obtained.'  If  it 
be  otherwise,  a  creditor  claiming  such  a  lien,  under  proceedings 
commenced  before  the  enactment  of  the  national  bankrupt  law, 
must  disclose  such  proceedings  and  lien,  on  proving  his  claim 
in  a  court  of  bankruptcy;  and  if  he  do  not,  he  waives  thereby 
the  lien.'  The  filing  of  a  creditor's  bill  gives,  according  to  the 
law  of  New  York,  a  lien,  which  will  not  be  divested  by  subse- 
quent proceedings  in  bankruptcy."  If  the  process  issued  on 
filing  the  bill  be  served  before  defendant's  jjetition  in  bank- 
ruptcy be  filed,  it  is  a  lien  under  the  bankrupt  law.'  Insolv- 
ency of  a  general  and  ordinary  partnership  gives  the  partner- 
ship creditors  no  lien,  nor  is  the  property  converted  into  a  trust 
fund  for  their  benefit."    A  judgment  creditor,  having  no  title 

1  Robbins  v.  Wells,  26  How.  Pr.  15.  «  Stewart  v.  laidor,  5  Abb.  Pr.,  N. 

'Dunievy  v.  Tallmadge,  32  N.  Y.  S.,  68. 

457.  '  Id. 

»  Rcnaud  v.  O'Brien,  35  N.  Y.  90.  *  Sedgwick  v.  Menck,  6  Blatchf.  156; 

*  1  iatt  V.  St.  Clair  Heirs,  6  Ohio,  Carr  v.  Fearington,  63  N.  C.  560;  see 

227.     As  to  Dcoessity  of  averring  that  also  Stewart  v.  Isidor,  5  Abb.  Pr.,  N. 

execution  was  issued,  and  a  retarn  of  S.,  68;  contray  Smith  v.  Gorton,  2  N. 

no  pro^KTtv,  see  Boinbergcr  v.  Turner,  Y.  Leg.  Oba.  325. 

13  Ohio  St.  263.  'Clarke  v.  Rist,  3  McLean,  494. 

*Field  V.  Sands,  8  Bosw.  685.  "Duulevyv.Tallinadge,32N.Y.457. 
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or  specific  lien,  may  maintain  an  action  to  obtain  tbe  cancella- 
tion of  prior  judgments  which  are  apparent  liens  upon  the  lands 
of  the  debtor,  but  which  he  alleges  to  have  been  paid,  and  this 
without  alleging  collusion  to  keep  judgments  on  foot  to  defraud 
creditors.* 

§  2576.  Mortgage. — Where  in  a  creditor's  bill,  filedio  com- 
pel the  application  of  choses  in  action,  equitable  interest,  etc.,  to 
the  payment  of  a  judgment  against  A.,  it  is  charged  that  A.  has 
made  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  laud  to  B.,  who  is  also  a 
party,  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  deed  should  be  set  aside,  and 
it  appears  that  the  conveyance  was  made  in  good  faith,  but  that 
B.  gave  to  A.  a  mortgage  thereon  which  is  unpaid,  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  court  to  decree  that  B.  pay  such  mortgage  to  the 
receiver,  to  be  applied  on  the  judgment,  although  such  mort- 
gage was  not  named  in  the  bill  or  in  the  prayer  for  relief.' 
The  objection  that  a  third  person  should  have  been  made  a 
party  as  assignee,  and  that  B.  may  hereafter  be  called  upon  to 
pay  the  mortgage  to  him,  is  waived  by  B.,  if  he  does  not  make 
it  by  answer  or  demurrer.'  In  such  case,  although  it  appeared 
that  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  claimed  to  own  the 
mortgage,  and  the  evidence  tended  to  show  an  assignment  by 
A.  to  him,  still  it  being  proved  and  found  that  such  assignment 
was  fraudulent,  it  was  proper  to  require  B.  to  pay  the  mortgage 
to  the  receiver.^  In  a  creditor's  bill  to  subject  the  interest  of 
a  mortgagor  in  land,  it  is  not  necessary  to  tender  the  money 
due  to  the  mortgagee.  In  such  proceeding  the  mortgagor's 
interest  may  be  sold.^ 

§  2577.  Non-resident  Debtor. — It  is  sufficient  for  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  all  remedies  at  law  were  exhausted  against 
tbe  debtor  in  the  state  in  which  he  resided,  and  that  in  this 
state  no  legal  remedy  was  available.* 

§  2578.  Obstructions  to  Execution. — Such  an  action  lies 
to  set  aside  fraudulent  obstructions  which  lie  in  the  way  of  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Or  where  the  execution  will  not 
avail  to  cancel  the  judgment,  he  may  bring  an  action  in  aid  of  his 
execution  to  reach  property  upon  which  a  levy  can  not  be  made.' 

iShaw  V.  Dwight,  27  N.  Y.  244.  »Durand  v.  Hankeraon,  39  N.  Y. 

For  the  order  in  which  funds  recov-  287. 

ered  by  a  creditor's  bill  will  be  dis-  *  Id. 

tributcd  in  a  case  involving  the  rela-  ^  Mattocks  v.  Humphrey's  AdmV, 

tive  priority  of  holdera  of  judgments  17  Ohio,  336. 

recovered  before  aud  after  the  com-  •  McCartney  v.  Bostwick,  32  N.  Y. 

mencemeut  of  the  suit,  and  creditors  53. 

at  large.  Bee  Wallace's  Adm'r  v.  Trea-  '  See  Hadden  v.  Spader,  20  Johns, 

kle,  27  Gratt.  479.  554;  upon  personal  or  real  property: 

^Dunwdv.  Hankerson,39N.  Y.287.  Ck>ngden  v.  Lee,  3  Edw.  304. 
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§  2579.  Parties. — A  creditor's  bill  may  charge  both  the 
debtor  and  his  surety,  or  an  administratrix  of  the  latter,  to  have 
combined  with  the  debtor  in  committing  a  fraud.*  Or  it  may 
be  filed  against  the  supervisors  of  a  county.'  In  a  bill  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  as  made  without  consideration,  and  in  fraud 
of  creditors,  the  alleged  fraudulent  grantor  is  a  necessary  de- 
fendant in  the  bill.' 

§  2580.  Partnership  Debtor. — A  creditor  of  a  partnership 
can  not  have  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  set  aside, 
merely  because  its  provisions  as  to  the  subsequent  payment  of 
creditors  of  individual  partners  contain  a  direction  calculated 
to  hinder  and  delay  them.  The  one  hindered,  delayed,  or  de- 
frauded can  alone  bring  the  action.^  The  judgment  creditor  of 
a  limited  partnership  is  entitled  to  bring  an  action  to  set  aside 
any  void  assignment  which  hinders  the  enforcement  of  the 
judgmisnt  and  execution  against  the  joint  and  separate  property 
of  any  of  the  members  of  the  partnership.*^  It  seems  that  cred- 
itors of  a  firm  can  not  reach  the  property  of  a  deceased  part- 
ner in  the  hands  of  his  surviving  partner,  without  having  some 
one  before  the  court  entitled  to  represent  the  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased.' A  judgment  creditor  need  not  have  possession  of 
land,  to  enable  him  to  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  after  he  has  a 
sheriff's  deed,  to  cancel  a  deed  of  the  same  given  by  the  debtor 
to  defraud  him  before  he  recovered  judgment.^ 

§  2581.  Practice  in  California. — The  procedings  supple- 
mentary to  execution  are  special  proceedings  regulated  by  stat- 
ute, and  when  the  execution  is  returned  unsatisfied,  the  judg- 
ment debtor  may  be  made  to  appear  within  the  county  where 
he  resides.*  They  are  a  substitute  for  a  creditor's  bill  in  the 
old  practice."  The  obvious  purpose  is  to  give  the  creditor  an 
immediate  and  summary  remedy  against  the  debtor's  propert}'; 
but  not  to  permit  the  rights  of  third  parties  to  be  brought  into 
litigation,  except  in  a  regular  way,  by  suit.^" 

§2582.  The  Same  —  Examination  of  Debtor.— When 
the  plaintiff  proceeded,  under  section  239  of  the  practice  act," 
to  examine  his  judgment  debtor  as  to  a  judgment  held  by  him 
against  A.,  and  after  examination  obtained  an  order  to  apply  the 

^  McLaughliD  v.  Bank  of  Potomac,  ^  Hagcr  v.  Sbindler,  29  CaL  47. 

7  How,  220.  8 Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  714. 

'  Lyell  V.  St.  Clair  Co.,  3  McLean,  »  Adams  v.    Hackett,  7  Cal.    187; 

680.  Byrd  v.  Badger,  1  McAll.  443. 

»  C.aylords  v.  Kelshaw,  1  Wall.  81.  '"  Goodyear  v.  Betts,  7  How.    Pr. 

*  Morrison  v.  Atwell,  9  Bosw.  503.  187;  The  People  v.  King,  9  Id.  97, 

6  Fanshawev.  Lane,  16  Abb.  Pr.  71.  100;  Gasper  v.  Bennet,  P2  Id.  307. 

«  Loeschigk  v.  Hatfield,  5  liob.  26.  "  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  715. 
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same  to  the  judgment  of  plaintiff,  it  seems  that  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  make  A.  a  party  to  the  proceeding.* 

§  2583.  The  Same— Refusal  to  Obey  Order.— A  commit- 
ment for  contempt,  for  refusing  to  obey  an  order  of  the  court, 
commanding  the  imprisonment  of  the  party  in  contempt,  until 
he  shall  comply  with  the  order,  should  set  forth  that  it  is  in 
the  power  of  the  party  to  comply.* 

§  2584.  The  Same— Payment  to  SheriflT.— After  the  is- 
suing of  an  execution  against  property,  and  before  its  return, 
any  person  indebted  to  the  judgment  debtor  may  pay  to  the 
sheriff  the  amount  of  his  debt,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  execution.'  In  order  to  briug  a  party 
within  the  terms  of  this  section,  there  must  be  a  judgment  and 
an  execution  thereon  against  property,  and  the  person  making 
the  payment  must  be  indebted  at  the  instant  to  him  against 
whom  the  execution  runs.*  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
for  personal  tort,  after  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  and  before  judg- 
ment, assigned  the  cause  of  action  and  verdict,  the  assignment 
was  void,  and  the  payment  by  defendant  to  tha  sheriff  was  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.* 

§  2585.  The  Same — Order  to  Appear.— The  judge  may 
order  debtors  of  the  judgment  debtor  to  appear  and  be  exam- 
ined as  to  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor  in  their  hands," 
and  may  order  the  property  applied  on  execution.^ 

§  2586.  Priority.- The  complainants  who  first  filed  the  bill 
have  no  preference  thereby  over  the  other  creditors;  all  may 
have  a  pro  rata  distribution.®  So,  with  one  of  numerous  bond- 
holders of  a  corporation,  who  are  secured  by  a  mortgage  to 
trustees,  the  other  bondholders  are  entitled  to  come  in  for 
their  proportion  of  the  mortgaged  premises." 

§  2587.  Property  In  Possession.— To  sustain  an  order  that 
the  defendant  apply  property  in  his  possession  to  the  judgment, 
it  is  not  enough  that  he  has  it  in  his  possession.  It  must  appear 
to  be  his  property.  If  the  contrary  appears,  the  remedy  to  test 
the  title  is  for  the  receiver  to  bring  action  for  the  property.^" 

§  2588.  Relief. — The  relief  to  be  granted  will  be  only  what 
on  the  whole  appears  due  to  plaintiff. ^^    For  the  relief  granted 

»  Adams  r.  Hackett,  7  Cal.  1S7.  "  Day  v.  Washburn,  24  How.  352. 

"  Ex  parte  Cohen,  6  Cal.  318.  *  Martin  v.  Somerviile  Water  Power 

»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  716.  Co..  27  How.  Pr.  161;  Pennock  v.  Coe, 

*  Bfown  V.  Ayres,  33  Cal.  525.  23  How.  117. 

»  Lawrence  v.  Martin,  22  Cal.  173.         ^^  Rodman  v.  Henry,  17  N.  Y.  482. 

•  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  717.  "  Bean  v.  Smith,  2  Mason,  252;  see 
'  Cal.   Code  C.    P.,   sec.  719;    see    Burton  v.  .Smith,  13  Pet.  464. 

Hathaway  v.  Brady,  26  Cal.  586. 
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in  some  cases  turning'  upon  the  special  circumstances  sbowu, 
see  the  cases  cited  in  the  note.^ 

§  2589.  Relation  of  Surety. — It  is  held  enough,  after 
stating  facts  to  show  the  relation  of  suretyship,  to  aver  that  the 
creditor  s  suit  was  prosecuted  for  tbe  benefit  of  the  surety.'  If 
a  surety  has  a  counter-bond  or  security  from  the  principal 
debtor,  the  creditor  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it,  and 
may  in  equity  subject  such  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
debt,  so  far  as  it  can  be  dofie  without  trenching  upon  the  rights 
of  the  surety  himself.* 

§  2590.  Return  of  Exeoution. — It  is  immaterial  that  the 
return  is  made  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff.* 

§  2591.  Rights  of  Creditors. — A  creditor  who  has  exhausted 
bis  remedies  at  law  can  attack  the  validity  of  an  assignment  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  and  reach  by  a  judgment  avoiding  the 
assignment  any  property  remaining  in  the  hands  of  his  as- 
signees, or  which  is  subject  to  their  control.* 

§  2592.  Sale  of  Property. — Every  sale  of  property  and 
personal  chattels  is  good  between  the  parties,  and  can  not  be 
attacked,  except  by  a  creditor  who  has  recovered  judgment  and 
taken  out  execution  against  the  vendor,  which  has  been  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part — with  the  single  statu- 
tory exception  of  an  attaching  creditor;  and  his  remedy  beiug 
unknown  to  the  common  law,  he  must  show  affirmatively  that 
his  attachment  has  been  properly  issued  under  the  statute, 
before  he  can  attack  the  sale.'  For  such  a  purpose  the  writ  of 
attachment,  coupled  with  proof  of  the  debt,  is  inadmissible  in 
proof,  without  introducing  the  affidavit  and  other  requisites  to 
the  issuing  of  the  writ.^ 

§  2593.  Trustee,  Who  is. — When  a  party  has  in  his  pos- 
session or  under  his  control  any  money  or  other  thing  capable 
of  deliver}',  which  being  the  subject  of  the  litigation  is  held 
by  him  as  trustee  for  another  party,  the  court  may  order  the 
same  to  be  deposited  in  tbe  court  or  delivered  to  such  party, 
on  such  conditions  as  may  be  just.' 

§  2594.  Voluntary  Conveyanoe. — A  voluntary  convey- 
ance of  his  property  to  his  wife,  by  one  about  to  engage  in  a 

'  Hagan  v.  Walker,   14  How.  29;        ^  Lawrence  y.  Bank  of  the  Hcpablic, 

Orccn  V.  Crei,i;hton,  23  Id.  90;  Ogil-  3  Robertson,  142;  and  see  Lawrence  v. 

vie  V.  Knox  ins.  Co.,  2  Black,  639;  Bank  of  the  Republic,  35  N.  Y.  320- 

Adler  V.  Fenton,  24  How.  407.  322. 

»  Child  V.  Braco,  4  Vaige,  309.  cThomburgh  v.  Hand,  7  Cal.  554. 

'Van  Ordea,   Adm'r,  v.  Durham,        'Id. 
35  Cal.  i:3G.  '  «Cal  Code  C.  P.,  see.  572. 

*  Forbes  V.  Waller,  25  N.  Y.  430. 
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busiDess  which  he  believes  may  subject  him  to  losses,  in  order 
to  secure  such  property  for  himself  nnd  family  in  the  event  of 
such  losses,  is  fraudulent.*  A  voluntary  conveyance  made  in 
performace  of  previous  equitable  duty  to  convey,  iu  pursuance 
of  an  oral  agreement  fully  performed  by  the  grantee,  can  not  be 
impeached  by  an  immediate  creditor  subsequently  recovering 
judgment.'  A  conveyance  without  consideration,  made  to 
defraud  the  creditors  of  the  grantors,  and  recorded,  is  valid 
against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration.' 

§  2595.  When  Action  Lies. — ^Upon  the  question  how  far 
a  creditor  must  have  proceeded  by  judgment  and  execution  in 
various  cases  before  he  can  maintain  a  creditor's  suit  in  equity, 
see  the  cases  cited  below.^  The  right  to  this  action  is  confined, 
however,  to  the  judgment  creditor,^  for  his  own  benefit,  or  he 
may  unite  with  other  creditors  standing  in  the  same  relation 
with  himself,  and  whose  judgments  have  been  returned  unsat- 
isfied.' Mere  creditors  at  large  can  not  file  a  bill  to  reach  the 
assets  of  their  debtors.^  A  creditor  whose  debtor  is  imprisoned 
in  the  state  prison  for  a  term  less  than  his  natural  life,  may  sue 
and  subject  the  property  of  such  debtor  to  the  satisfaction  of 
his  debt  during  the  term  of  his  imprisonment.' 

§  2596.  What  may  be  Reached. — In  Tennessee,  a  cred- 
itor who  has  sold  his  debtor's  land  by  execution,  and  become 
the  purchaser,  may,  by  bill,  under  the  code,  section  4282  ct 
seq.,  subject  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  residue  of  his  judgment 
the  equitable  interest  of  the  debtor  in  the  land  by  virtue  of  his 
rif»ht  to  redeem.*  The  question  was  reserved  whether  the  lien 
of  the  plaintiff  acquired  by  filing  his  bill,  affects  the  right  of 
other  judgment  creditors  to  redeem.'® 

§  2597.  Who  may  Assign. — One  partner  of  a  firm,  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication  sole  manager,  his  partners  being  ab- 
sent, may  assign  firm  property  in  trust  for  benefit  of  creditors." 
A  gift  by  a  husband  to  a  wife,  made  when  he  is  free  from  debt, 
can  not  be  imx)eached  on  the  ground  of  debts  subsequently  con- 

^  Case  V.  Phelps,  39  N.  Y.  164.  Hammond  v.  Hudson  River  Iron  & 

'Dygert  v.  llemerschnider,  32  N.  Machine  Co.,  20  Barb.  378;  Catlin  v, 

Y.  C29.  Doughty,  12  How.  Pr.  457. 

8  Stephens  v.  Morse,  47  N.  H.  6.32.  '  Kcubens  v.  Joel,  3  Kern.  488. 

*Hagan  v.  Walker,   14  How.  29;  •  Wakeman  v.  Grov«r,  4  Paige,  23; 

Green  v.  Creighton,  23  Id.  90;  Adler  Lentilhon  v.  Moffatt,  1  Edw.  Cli.  451. 

V.  Fcnton,  24  Id.  407;  Jones  v.  Green,  '  Reubens  v.  Joel,  3  Kern.  488. 

1  Wall.  330;  Ur  .ited  btatca  v.  Sturges,  »  Estate  of  Ncrao,  35  Cal.  302. 

1    Paine,  6-25;    McCalmont  v.    Livw-  •  Weakley  v.  Cockrill,  2  Tenn.  Ch. 

rencc,  1  Blatchf .  332;  5  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  310. 

205;  Howe  v.  Cobl),  3  McLean.  270.  I'^Id. 

This  remedy  may  still  be  pursued:  **  Forbes  v.  Scannell,  13  Cal.  242. 
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traded.'  In  a  complaint  in  a  creditor's  action  seeking  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  as  fraudulent,  an  allegation  that  a  grantee, 
debtor's  wife,  gave  no  consideration  for  tlie  premises  conveyed 
to  her,  and  that  the  whole  consideration  came  from  her  hus- 
band, is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  bad  faith  or  fraudulent  intent 
on  her  part.* 

§  2598.  Who  may  Sue. — A  creditor  having  obtained  judg- 
ment against  a  debtor  may  bring  suit  in  aid  of  execution.'  A 
creditor  can  not  avoid  an  assignment  merely  on  the  ground  that 
it  contains  a  provision  which  is  illegal,  if  such  provision  tends 
to  his  benefit;  he  must  show  himself  injured  thereby.*  Mere 
creditors  at  large  can  not  file  a  bill  to  reach  the  assets  of  their 
debtor,  and  no  distinction  exists  between  simple  contract  cred- 
itors of  an  individual  and  those  of  a  corporation.^  And  even 
a  general  creditor's  bill  is  not  maintainable  by  a  creditor  at 
large. °  A  sheriff  can  not  institute  a  creditor's  suit  to  reach  the 
proceeds  of  the  assigned  property,  that  they  may  be  applied  on 
an  execution  in  his  hands.^  Creditors  of  an  indebted  corpo- 
ration arc  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  against  such 
corporation  and  its  debtors.^  A  surety  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment is  rendered  may  maintain  this  action  without  first  paying 
the  debt.* 

§  2599.    Upon  a  Justice's  Judgment. 

Form  No,  597, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at  ......... 

before  J.  P.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  town  of 
,  county  of ,  in  this  state,  the  plaintiff  recov- 
ered a  judgment,  which  was  duly  given  by  said  justice,  against 

the  defendant,  for dollars  damages  and dollars 

costs  in  an  action  wherein  this  plaintiff  was  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  herein  was  defendant. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  a  transcript 

of  the  same  was  filed  and  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 

'  Phillips  V.  Wooster,  3  Abb.  Pr.,  457;  reversing  Fassett  v.  Tallmadge, 

N.  S.,  475.  18  Abb.  Pr.  48. 

*  Newman  v.  Cord  ell,  43  Barb.  448.  ^  Lawrence  v.  Bank  of  the  Rcpub- 
'  Hentl ricks  v.  Robinson,  2  Johns,  lie,  35  N.  Y.  3tM);  reversing  S.  C.,  3 

Ch.  283.  Robertson,  142. 

*  Fox  V.  Heath,  10  Abb.  Pr.  163.  »  Ogilvie  v.  Knox  Ins.  Co.,  2  Black, 
5  Miller  v.  Earle,  24  N.  Y.  1 10;  Dun-    639. 

levy  V.  Tallmadge,  32  Id.  457;  Coope  "Stump    v.   Rogers,   1   Ohio,  633j 

V.  Bowles,  42  Barb.  87;  Field  v.  Hunt,  Horsey  v.  Heath,  6  Id.  353;  McCon- 

24  How.  Pr.  463;  Hunt  v.  Chapman,  uell  v.  Scott,  15  Id.  401;  Hale  v.Wet- 

15  Abb.  Pr.  434.  more,  4  Ohio  St.  600;   Brannan  v. 

•Dunlevy  v.  Tallmadge,  32  N.  Y.  Smith,  2  Disney,  430. 
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the  county  of ,  in  this  state  [in  which  county  the  de- 
fendant then  resided]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  an  execu- 
tion was  duly  issued  upon  the  said  judgment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant,  and  addressed  to  the  sheriff  of  said 
county. 

[Continue  as  in  last  form.] 

§  2G00.  Allegation  ^where  Debtor's  Residence  is  Un- 
kno^vtm. 

Form  No.  598, 

That  on  the day  of 18 . . ,  an  execution  was 

issued  upon  the  said  judgment,  against  the  personal  and  real 

property  of  the  defendant,  to  the  sheriff  of  said county, 

in  which  county  was  the  defendant's  last  Jcnown  residence 
within  this  state,  his  residence  at  the  time  of  said  execution 
being  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  ascertainable,  though 
the  plaintiff  made  diligent  inquiry  therefor. 

§  2601.  Docketing  of  Judgment.— The  docketing  of  jus- 
tices' judgments  must  be  averred,  and  an  execution  against  real 
as  well  as  personal  property  issued  and  returned  unsatisfied.^ 
The  filing  of  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  docket  of  a  district 
court  with  the  recorder  of  any  other  county  makes  it  a  lien  upon 
the  real  estate  in  that  county,  but  it  does  not  make  it  a  judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  for  that  county.*  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  county,  clerk,  as  such,  and  not  the  clerk  of  the  district  coui*t, 
as  such,  to  issue  execution.  District  courts  have  no  power  to 
issue  writs  of  assistance  in  cases  of  sales  upon  judgments  ren- 
dered by  justices  of  the  peace  or  other  district  courts.  It  be- 
comes a  lien  upon  the  debtor's  real  property  in  that  county  for 
two  years  from  the  date  of  the  filing,  notwithstanding  a  lien  by 
virtue  of  the  same  judgment  has  previously  existed  and  expired 
by  lapse  of  time  in  another  county.' 

§  2G02.  Against  Debtor,  to  Reach  Demands  Due  Him 
£rom  Third  Parties. 

Form  No.  699, 
[Tttle.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  rendition  of  judgment.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of i  18. .,  said  judgment 

was  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  said  county,  and  on 
the day  of ,  18. . ,  a  transcript  thereof  was  filed, 

^  Crippen  v.  Hudson,  13  N.  Y.  161.        "Donner  v.  Palmer,  23  Cal.  40;  see 
*  People  V.  Doe,  31  Cal.  220.  Cal.  Code  C.  P..  sees.  897  to  900. 
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and  the  said  judgment  was  docketed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the 
county  of ,  in  this  state. 

III.  That  on  the   day  of   i  18  •  • ,  an  execution 

was  issued  upon  the  said  judgment  against  the  personal  and 

real  property  of  the  defendant,  to  the  sheriff  of  said 

county,  in  which  county  the  defendant  then  resided. 

lY.  That  the  said  execution  was  returned  by  said  sheriff 
wholly  unsatisfied. 

V.  That  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  after 
the  indebtedness  had  accrued  upon  which  said  judgment  was 
obtained,  the  defendant  was,  and  for  several  3'ears  previous 

thereto  had  been,  engaged  in  mercantile  business  at , 

California,  and  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  various 
persons  became  indebted  to  him  to  a  large  amount,  and  that 
the  defendant  had,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  moneys  due  him  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  to  an 
amount  not  less,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  than 

dollars,  a  considerable  portion  of  which  are  evidenced 

by  charges  on  his  books  of  account,  which  the  said  defend- 
ant refuses  to  produce,  or  allow  to  be  examined  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  unable  to  specify, 
and  can  not  learn,  and  does  not  know,  the  particular  items  or 
amount  of  said  indebtedness,  or  the  names  of  the  several  per- 
sons from  whom  the  same  are  due;  but  is  informed  and  believes 
that  several  of  them,  owing  defendant  in  the  aggregate  a  sum 
not  less  than dollars,  reside  at ,  and  are  sol- 
vent and  able  to  pay  the  respective  demands  against  them. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands: 

1.  That  the  said  defendant  be  adjudged  to  apply  to  the  pay- 
ment of  said  judgment  and  interest  thereon,  together  with  the 
costs  of  this  action,  said  property,  debts,  choses  in  action,  and 
equitable  interests  belonging  to  him,  or  held  in  trust  for  him, 
or  in  which  he  is  in  any  way  or  manner  beneficially  interested. 

2:  That  he  be  enjoined  from  selling,  transferring,  or  inter- 
fering with  said  property,  debts,  things  in  action,  and  equitable 
interests. 

3.  That  he  be  prohibited  from  making  an  assignment,  or 
confessing  any  judgment,  to  enable  other  creditors  or  persons 
to  obtain  a  preference  over  plaintiff,  or  to  take  any  portion  of 
defendant's  property. 

4.  That  a  receiver  be  appointed  of  all  said  property,  equi- 
table interests,  things  in  action,  and  effects  of  the  said  defend- 
ant, and  that  said  defendant  be  directed  to  execute  to  him  an 
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assignment  thereof,  and  tliat  said  receiver  sell  or  otherwise  dis- 
pose of  the  same,  and  convert  the  same  into  money,  as  soon  as 
may  be,  and  apply  so  much  of  the  proceeds  thereof  as  may  be 
necessary  for  that^)urpose  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's 
said  debts,  with  interest  and  ^osts  of  this  action. 

§  2603.  Against  Debtor  and  his  Trustee— To  Reach  the 
Trust  Fund  or  Income. 

F(yrm  No.  600, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  judgment,  execution,  and  return.] 

II.  That  the  defendant  [A.  B.]  is  the  beneficiary  under  a 
trust  created  by  deed  heretofore  executed  by  him,  of  which  a 
copy  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  '*  Exhibit  A." 

III.  That  the  fund,  consisting  of  about dollars,  is 

DOW  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  [C.  D.]  as  trustee,  and  the 
defendant  [A.  B.]  is  entitled  to  receive,  and  does  receive,  annu- 
ally, the  sum  of *.  dollars  therefrom. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendants  be  enjoined  respectively  from  paying 
over  and  from  receiving  said  fund,  and  that  the  same  be  applied 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  and  interest,  and 
the  costs  of  this  action.^ 

§  2604.  Action  to  Enforce  Trust. — An  action  by  a  creditor 
to  enforce  the  trust  which  is  raised  by  the  statute  in  favor  of 
the  creditor  of  a  person  paying  the  consideration  of  a  purchase 
of  land  conveyed  to  a  third  person,  is  not  an  arbitrary  creditor's 
suit,  within  the  rule  that  the  legal  remedy  must  first  be  ex- 
hausted.' A  court  of  equity  will  enforce  a  trust  against  all 
persons,  who  with  notice  of  the  trust  came  into  the  })Ossessiou 
of  the  trust  property,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like 
effect  as  against  the  original  trustee.' 

§  2G05.  Partner  as  Trustee. — If  two  partners  are  em- 
barrassed with  debts,  and  one  executes  a  deed  to  the  other, 
absolute  on  its  face,  with  a  consideration  expressed,  of  botli  his 
individual  and  partnership  property,  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
money,  by  mortgaging  the  same,  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  firm, 
there  is  no  express  trust,  nor  does  a  trust  arise  by  implication 
of  law.* 

'  Seo  Scott  V.  Nevius,  0  Dner,  672;  '  McCartney  v.  Bostwick,  32  N.  Y. 

Sillick  V.  Maaon,  2  Barb.  Ch.  79;  Ha-  53. 

vens  V.  Healy,  15  Barb.  296;  Cruger  *Lathrop  v.  Bampton,  31  Gal.  17. 

v.  Jones,  18  Id.  467;  Bramhall  v.  ^r-  *  Burt  v.  Wilson,  28  CaL  632. 
ria,  14  N.  Y.  41. 
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§  2606.  Property  Held  in  Trust.— Property  held  in  trust 
for  a  debtor,  and  for  Lis  benefit,*  or  arising  out  of  a  fund  pro- 
ceeding from  a  tbird  person  in  trust,  to  secure  to  the  debtor 
personally  a  support,  can  not  be  reached  or  taken  by  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  by  means  of  proceedings  supplementary  to  exe- 
cution.* The  provisions  of  section  .297  of  the  New  York  code 
were  never  intended  to  be  applicable  except  to  a  case  where  it 
is  clearly  established  or  is  admitted  that  the  party  upon  whom 
the  order  is  to  be  made  has  in  his  hands  property  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  or  is  indebted  to  him.  If  these  facts  are  not  estab- 
lished, the  proper  course  is  to  appoint  a  receiver,  with  leave  to 
sue  in  equity,  to  ascertain  if  there  be  any  surplus  by  an  ac- 
counting.* A  trustee  can  not,  by  mingling  moneys  with  other 
funds,  change  his  character  from  that  of  trustee  to  that  of  mere 
debtor.' 

§  2607.  Btale  Trust. — Courts  of  equity,  acting  on  their  own 
inherent  doctrines  of  discouraging,  for  the  peace  of  society, 
antiquated  demands,  refuse  to  interfere  in  attempts  to  establish 
a  stale  trust,  except  where  the  trust  is  clearly  established,  and 
the  facts  have  been  fraudulently  and  successfully  concealed  by 
the  trustee  from  the  knowledge  of  the  cestui  que  irust.^  A  valid 
declaration  of  trust  as  to  lands  held  for  the  use  of  another  may 
be  made  at  any  time,  and  does  not  necessarily  have  to  be  made 
at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  trust.^ 

§  2608.  Against  Debtor,  Seeking  to  Set  Aside,  as  Fraud- 
ulent, Transfer  of  his  Assets  to  a  Third  Person  for  Note, 
the  Note  Assigned  for  Benefit  of  Creditors. 

Form  No.  601. 

[TiTLK.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.,  II.,  and  III.  [Allege  judgment  and  issue  and  return  of 
execution,  as  in  previous  forms.] 

ly.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  said  A.  B.  was  a 

merchant,  doing  business  at ,  and  was  possessed  of 

[designate  assets]. 

V.  That  on  that  day,  and  after  the  indebtedness  for  which 
the  plaintiff's  judgment  was  recovered  had  accrued,  the  said 
defendant  A.  B.,  in  contemplation  of  and  with  full  knowledge 
of  his  insolvency,  made  a  pretended  sale  of  his  said  stock  to  the 
defendant  C.  D.,  then  a  clerk  in  his  employ,  and  took  in  pay- 
ment therefor  his  promissory  note  having  several  months  to 

>  Locke  V.  Mabbfctt,  2  Keyes,  457.        *  Batlger  v.  Badger,  2  Wall.  87. 
» Id.  *  Siino  V.  Howard,  4  Ncv.  473. 

3  Gunter  v.  Jaues,  9  Cal.  643. 
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run,  but  for  what  exact  amoant  the  plaintiff  does  not  know  and 
can  not  state. 

VI.  That  the  defendant  C.  D.  was  and  is  wholly  irresponsible 
and  insolvent,  and  has  no  means  of  paying  his  said  note,  except 
such  moneys  as  he  may  deiive  from  the  sale  of  the  property 
transferred  to  him  as  aforesaid. 

VII.  That  thereafter  arrtl  on  the  said  day  the-said  A.  B.  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  the  defendant  E.  F.  an  instrument  in 
writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  assignment], 

VIII.  That  the  property  so  assigned  is  of  the  value  of  about 
dollars. 

IX.  That  the  said  not&of  the  said  C.  D.,  and  the  said  assign* 
ment  to  E.  F.,  were  intended  by  each  and  all  of  the  aforesaid 
defendants  to  be  one  transaction,  and  were  in  fact  one  transac- 
tion, and  were  intended  for  the  purpose  of  delaying,  hindering, 
and  defrauding  the  creditors  of  said  A.  B.,  by  putting  it  out  of 
the  power  of  such  creditors  to  reach  the  stock  and  assets  of  the 
said  A.  B. ;  that  such  sale  and  assignment  were  not,  nor  was 
either  of  them,  followed  by  immediate  and  continued  change 
of  possession;  that  ever  since  the  said  sale  and  assignment  and 
up  to  the  present  time,  the  said  property  has  remained  in  the 
actual  x^ossession  and  under  the  control  of  the  said  A.  B.,  who 
has  retained  possession  and  control  thereof  under  the  pretense 
that  he  is  agent  of  said  C.  D. 

X.  That  the  defendant  A.  B.  has  not  any  property  other  than 
that  embraced  in  the  sale  and  assignment  aforesaid,  out'  of 
which  the  execution  aforesaid  could  be  satistied  iu  whole  or  in 
part,  and  that  uuless  the  said  property  can  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  said  judgment,  the  same  must  remain  wholly  un- 
paid. 

"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  said  sale  by  the  defendant  A.  B.  to  the  said  C.  D., 
and  said  assignment  by  the  defendant  A.  B.  to  the  defendant 
E.  F.,  may  each  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  this 
plaintiff.  * 

2.  That  a  receiver  of  all  the  property  and  effects  of  the  said 
A.  B.  which  he  had  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale  to  the  defendant 
C.  D.,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  be  appointed. 

3.  That  the  defendants,  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  be  adjudged  to 
account  for  all  the  property  received  by  them  under  either  the 
sale  or  assignment  aforesaid,  and  for  all  proceeds  arising  from 
the  sale  thereof,  and  deliver  the  same  to  such  receiver. 

4.  That  the  defendants  be  in  the  mean  time  enjoined  from 
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disposing  of  any  of  said  property,  or  paying  away  any  of  th© 
proceeds  thereof,  or  in  any  wise  interfering  therewith. 

5.  That  the  said  receiver  be  directed  to  sell  the  said  property, 
or  80  much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary,  and  to  pay  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  said  property  the  judgment  aforesaid,  and  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  this  action,  and  hold  the  balance  subject  to  the 
order  of  this  court. 

§  2609.  Allegation  where  Value  of  Assets  is  not  Suffi- 
cient to  Satisfy  the  Debt. 

Form  No,  60S. 

That  assets  to  the  value  of dollars  have  been  deliv- 
ered by  the  executor  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  but  the 
value  of  said  assets  so  delivered  is  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  demand.' 

§  2610.  Equitable  Assets.^To  maintain  a  creditor's  bill 
in  chancery,  in  order  to  reach  equitable  assets  which  are  alleged 
to  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed,  it  is  not  sufficient  simply 
to  aver  that  the  conveyance  was  fraudulent,  but  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances must  be  set  forth  which  will  reasonably  sustain  tbe 
theory  of  the  bill.'  A  non-negotiable  chose  in  action  can  not 
be  impeached  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  assignee  by  the  cred- 
itors of  those  making  such  chose  in  action.' 

§  2611.    Against  Heir,  for  Debt  of  Ancestor. 

Form  No,  60S. 
[Trrus.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  facts,  showing  debt  of  ancestor  due,  and  still 
unpaid.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

said  A.  B.  was  owner  in  fee  of  certain  property  hereinafter 
described,  and  that  on  the  same  day  said  A.  B.  died  intestate; 

and  that  more  than years  before  this  action,  to  wit,  on 

the day  of i  18. .,  letters  of  administration  upon 

the  estate  of  said  A.  B.  were  issued  by  the  probate  court  of 
county,  in  this  state,  appointing  one  C.  D.  adminis- 
trator of  all  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  said  deceased. 

III.  That  the  defendant  is  the  sole  heir  of  said  deceased,  and 
that  the  following  described  premises  descended  from  deceased 
to  him  as  such  [description  of  premises]. 

^In  a  bill    against    a   fraudulent  grantee,  who  was  also  the  personal 

grantee  of  a  deceased  person  it  is  not  representative:  McLaughlin  v.  Bank 

Dccc8«ary  to  aver  a  deficiency  of  the  of  Potomac,  7  How.  2*20. 

pen^onal  estate  of  the  deceased;  it  is  'Kinder  v.  Macy,  7  Oal.  207. 

sullicient  to  aver  tbe  fraud  and  the  '  Wright  v.  Levy,  12  CaL  237* 
waste  of  the  personal  assets  by  such 
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lY.  That  the  personal  assets  of  said  A.  B.  were  not  sufficient 
to  pay  and  discbarge  the  plaintiff's  demand. 

Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  said  premises  be  sold,  and  the  sum  of dol- 
lars, with  interest  thereon  from  the day  of ,  18. . , 

together  with  costs  of  this  action,  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  out  of 
the  proceeds  thereof/ 

§  2612.  Allegation  vrhere  Heir  or  Devisee  has  Aliened 
the  Land. 

Form  No.  6O4, 

That  on  the  ....  day  of •  IS. . .  the  defendant  con- 
veyed the  said  premises  to  one  G.  H.,  and  that  the  premises  so 
conveyed  by  him  were  reasonably  worth     r.  dollars. 

§  2613.  Essentisd  Allegations. — It  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
a  debt  due  in  the  ancestor's  life-time.'  The  premises  should  be 
described  with  reasonable  certainty.'  And  if  the  plaintiff  is 
unnble  to  ascertain  the  description  of  the  lands  which  have  been 
inherited,  the  fact  should  be  stated.^  In  suing  the  heirs  and 
devisees  jointly,  it  must  be  averred  that  the  real  estate  descended 
is  insufficient.^  It  must  be  shown  that  the  personal  assets  of  the 
deceased  were  insufficient  to  discharge  the  debt,  before  the  real 
property  can  be  reached.*  But  where  the  defendant  is  not  sued 
as  heir,  but  on  a  special  promise,  no  averment  of  assets  is  neces- 
sary.' The  special  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
depends,  should  be  alleged.® 

§  2614.  Joinder  of  Parties. — The  heirs  and  personal  repre- 
sentatives can  not  be  joined.'  The  defendant  can  not,  in  one 
count,  be  charged  both  as  heir  and  as  next  of  kin.*' 

§  2615.    Against  Next  of  Kin  for  Debt  of  Ancestor. 

Form  No,  606, 

[TiTLK.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege. cause  of  action,  and  show  debt  still  unpaid.] 

n..  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at  , 

said  A.  B.  died  intestate;  and  that  on  the day  of , 

*  The  circumstances  permitting  such  *  Parsons  v.  Bowne,  7  Paige,  3i)4. 

an  a<Jtion  could  rarely,  if  ever,  arise  ^  Scherraerhom  v.  Barhyclt,  9  Paige, 

in  California:  See  sec.  1493,  Code  C.  28.     To  similar  ofTcct:  Wambaugh  v. 

P.     The   subject  of   the   liability  of  Gates,  1  How.  App.  Cas.  247;  attirm- 

heirs    is   treated   in  Van  Deusen  v.  in^  S.  C,  11  Paige,  50,). 

Brower,    6    Cow.    50;    Whitaker    v.  *  lioe   v.    Swezpy,    10   Barb.   247; 

Young,  2  Id.  569;  Schermerhorn  v.  M<  rsercau  v.  Ryerss,  3  N.  Y.  201. 

Barhyclt,  9  Paige,  28;  and  see  Jackson  ''  Elting  v.  Vanderlyn,  4  Johns.  237. 

V.  Hoag,  G  Johns.  59;  Purdy  v.  Doyle,  *  Gere  v.  Clarke,  6  Hill,  3.30;  and 

1  Paige,  558.  see  Mei-sereau  v.  Ryerss,  3  N.  Y.  201. 

'  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  5  Cow.  476.  •  Stuart  v.  Kissam,  11  Barb.  271. 

»  Sharp  V.  Sharp,  3  Wend.  278.  "  Gere  v.  Clarke,  0  Hill,  350. 
EsTKK,  Vol.  11—16 
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18..,  letters  of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  said  A.  B. 
were  granted  to  C.  D.  by  an  order  made  by  the  superior  court 

of  the  county  of ,  in  this  state,  appointing  said  C.  D. 

administrator  of  the  estate  of  said  deceased. 

III.  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  said  ad- 
ministrator paid  over  assets  of ithe  estate  to  the  defendant,  who 
is  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  decased,  amounting^  to  the  sum 

of dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2616.    Against  Legatee  for  Debt  of  Decedent. 

Form  No.  606, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  cause  of  action,  and  show  debt  still  unpaid.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

said  A.  B.  died,  leading  a  last  will  and  testament  by  which  one 

C.  D.  was  appointed  sole  executor  thereof,  and  that  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  said  will  was  duly  proved  and  admitted 

to  probate  in  the  superior  court  of county,  in  this 

state,  and  letters  testamentary  were  thereupon  issued  to  said 
C  D.  by  said  superior  court. 

III.  That  by  said  will  the  said  A.  B.  bequeathed  a  legacy  of 
dollars  to  the  defendant. 

lY.  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  said  exec- 
utor paid  over  to  the  defendant,  as  such  legatee,  the  amount  of 

said  legacy  [or dollars,  being  part  of  said  legacy],  out 

of  the  assets  of  said  estate. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 
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CHAPTER  II. 

FOR   DISSOLUTION  OF  PARTNERSHIP. 

§  2617.    Common  Form. 

Form  No,  607, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  he 

entered  into  partnership  with  defendant,  under  an  agreement 
[of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  "  Exhibit  A"]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of >  18. .,  the  defendant 

took  exclusive  possession  of  the  partnership  books  and  stock, 
and  ever  since  has  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  having  access 
to  the  same,  or  from  participating  in  any  manner  in  the  part- 
nership business  [or  state  any  facts  constituting  a  breach  of  the 
agreement]. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1 .  That  the  said  partnersflip  be  dissolved. 

2.  That  a  receiver  of  the  property  thereof  be  appointed  with 
the  usual  powers. 

3.  That  the  defendant  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  in- 
teiiering  with  the  said  property. 

4.  That  the  same  be  applied,  first,  to  the  payment  of  the 
partnership  debts;  and  the  remainder  be  divided  between  the 
parties,  according  \fi  their  respective  rights.^ 

§  2618.  Aocounting. — Whenever  a  partner  is  entitled  to  a 
dissolution,  the  taking  of  an  account  is  necessary,  and  follows 
as  a  matter  of  course.^  Claim  for  partnership  accounting,  and 
a  claim  against  a  third  party  fraudulently  holding  part  of  part- 
nership's property,  may  be  united.*  Generally,  the  account 
must  be  taken  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  partnership. 
But  if  there  has  been  a  partial  settlement  between  the  partners 
themselves,  that  fact  may  be  proven  in  the  action,  and  if  proven, 
the  seklement  will  be  considered  valid  as  between  the  partners 
themselves,  unless  it  is  assailed  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  error, 
or  fraud.  If  there  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  settlement,  it  is 
conclusive  upon  the  partners,  as  far  as  it  goes,  and  leaves  open 
only  the  unsettled  portions  of  the  account.^  In  an  action  for 
an  accounting  between  a  partner  and  the  assignee  of  his  copart- 

^  The  prayer  is,  of  course,  changed        'Wado  v.  Rusher,  4  Bosw.  537. 
to  suit  the  facts  in  each  case.  *  Stretch  v.  Taluia<Ige,  3  West  Coast 

*  Cottle  V.  Leitch,  35  Cal.  434.  Rep.  579. 
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ner's  interest  in  tbe  firm  assets,  the  partner  whose  individtial 
iaterest  has  been  sold  is  an  indispensable  party,  although  he  is 
out  of  the  state,  and  his  whereabouts  unknown.' 

§  2G19.  Adverse  Proceedings  by  Creditors. — Where  one 
partner  has  filed  his  bill  for  a  dissolution  of  partnership  and  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  until  a  dissolution  has  been  judicially 
declared,  and  a  receiver  ordered  to  make  a  pro  rata  distribution 
of  the  assets  among  the  creditors,  they  are  not  prevented  from 
resorting  to  adverse  proceedings,  and  thereby  gaining  a  prefer- 
ence." 

§  2620.  Allegation  of  Partnership  and  Indebtedness.— 
Partnership  must  be  proven  like  any  other  fact,  and  can  not  be 
established  by  mere  surmise  or  innuendo.'  In  a  proceeding  for 
the  settlement  of  partnership  accounts,  a  petition  which  does 
not  show  the  existence  of  the  partnership,  and  did  not  contain 
any  statement  of  the  account  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  ask  for  a 
statement  by  the  defendant,  was  held  defective.^  An  indebted- 
ness, however,  must  be  averred,  aiid  if  denied,  proved.*  But 
the  complaint  need  not  set  out  me  defendant's  acts  and  con- 
duct in  detail.^  It  need  not  show  that  the  defendant  ever  had 
any  portion  of  the  firm's  property  in  his  possession,  if  it  avers 
that  the  plaintiff  has  paid  out  money  for  the  firm  and  that  the 
defendant  had  refused  to  settle  with  him  therefor.^  But  a  mere 
desire  of  one  of  the  partners  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  tbe  court 
to  decree  a  dissolution  of  the  same,  but  cause  must  be  shown.' 

§  2621.  Books  of  Partnership.— The  books  of  a  liqui- 
dating partnership  are  in  the  quasi  possession  of  the  law,  and 
must  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  in  all  circumstances.' 

§  2622.  Corporations. — In  New  York,  a  complaint  which 
asks  for  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  a  corporation  which  is 
sued,  without  asking  for  its  dissolution,  and  for  an  injunction 
against  its  trustees,  without  making  them  parties,  or  even  stat- 
ing who  they  are,  is  defective  and  demurrable."  In  California, 
the  involuntary  dissolution  of  corporations  is  provided  for  by 
the  code  of  civil  procedure,*^  and  the  voluntary  dissolution  by 

1  Wright  V.  Ward,   3  West   Coaat        '  Carlin  v.  Donegan,  15  Kan.  495. 
Kep.  6-2G.  *  Bradley   v.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  C9; 

^  Adams  v.  Hackctt,   7   Cal.    187;  But  see   California  Civil  Code,  sec 

Adams  V.  Woods, 8 Id.  152;  S.C.,  Old.  2450. 
24;  Xaglec  v.  Lyiiiau,  14  Id.  450.  "  Succession  of  Andrew,  16  La.  Ann. 

»  Hudson  V.  Simon,  6  Cal.  453.  197. 

*  Pope  Y.  Salsinan,  35  Mo.  362.  »<>  Reid  v.  The  Evergreens,  21  How. 

'  Hunt  V.  Gordon,  52  Miss.  194.  Pr,  319. 

« Holhwlay  v.   Elliott,   3  Or.    340;       "  Part  2,  tit.  10,  ch.  5. 
Carlin  v.  Duncgan,  15  Kan.  495. 
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the  same  code.*  A  college  corporation  may,  at  common  law, 
dissolve  itself  bj  a  surrender  of  its  franchise  and  the  transfer 
of  its  corporate  property  b3'  proper  proceedings." 

§  2623.  Correoting  IliTors. — A  court  of  equity  may  correct 
errors  in  the  settlement  of  partnership  affaiss,  where  thej'  arise 
from  misrepresentations  innocently  made  by  one  or  more  of  the 
firm.* 

§  262<L.  Decree. — If,  in  an  action  to  wind  up  a  partnership 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  corporation  stock,  standing 
in  the  name  of  defendant,  it  appears  that  the  plaintifif  has  agreed 
that  the  defendant  may  retain  certain  shares  until  a  demand 
against  the  estate  is  settled,  the  court  should  not  direct  a  con- 
ve^'unce  of  those  shares  without  proof  that  the  demand  has 
been  settled.*  The  decree  should  not  order  the  private  sale  of 
firm  property.*  Where  the  complaint  alleges  that  dividends  of 
profits  were  to  be  made  at  stated  periods,  the  court  may  decree 
the  payment  of  the  sum  due  for  such  dividends  before  final  dis- 
tribution of  the  assets.^  The  judgment  should  not  be  in  the 
alternative,  requiring  the  defendant  to  either  transfer  to  the 
plaintiff  his  part  thereof,  or  pay  him  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
but  should  direct  a  division  in  kind,  or  a  sale  and  division  of 
the  proceeds.^  Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  settle  the  affairs  of  a 
partnership,  the  partnership  transactions  of  each  and  all  the 
partners  should  be  taken  into  account,  and  the  decree  should 
include  all  these  so  as  to  leave  nothing  open  for  future  litiga- 
tiou.**  In  an  action  to  re-open  a  settlement  and  sale  made 
between  partners,  and  for  an  accounting  of  the  partnership 
affairs,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  practiced  by  the  defendant,  the 
court  can  not,  without  setting  aside  such  sale  and  making  an 
accounting,  render  judgment  for  the  plaintifi*  for  a  specific 
amount  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  warranty  or  of  deceit.'  A  prayer  for  general  relief,  in  a  bill 
b^'  one  partner  against  another,  is  suf&cient  to  authorize  a  sale 
of  the  partnership  property.^" 

§  2625.    Dissolution  of  Partnership. — A  general  partner- 

'  Sees.  1227-1233;  see  Civil  Code,        ♦  Harper  v.  Lamping,  33  Cal.  641. 
sees.  399,  400.  s  jones  v.  Thompson,  12  Cal.  191. 

'-' People  V.  Prea.  and  Trust.  Coll.        «  O'Connor  v.  Stark,  2  Cal.  153. 
of  Cal.,  38  Cal.  166.     Of  the  rules  of        '  Har|>er  v.  Lamping,  33  Cal.  041. 
jdcading  in  actions  brought  to  pro-        *  Griggs  v.  Clark,  23  Cal.  427;  llay- 

cnro  the  dissolution  of  corporal icms,  mond  v.  Came,  45  N.  H.  201. 
see  The   People  ex  rel.   Marshall  v.         '  Black   v.  Merrill,  2  West  Coast 

Tlie  Ilavenswood  etc.  Turnpike  and  Rep.  137. 
Bri  Ige  Co.,  20  Barb.  518.  »"  Lyman  v.  Lyman,  2  Palnc,  11. 

^  Stephens  v.  Orman,  10  Fla.  9. 
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ship  may  be  dissolved,  as  to  himself  only,  by  the  expressed  will 
of  any  partner,  notwithstanding  his  agreement  for  its  continu- 
ance, subject,  however,  to  liability  to  his  copartners  for  any 
damage  caused  to  them  thereby,  unless  the  circumstances  are 
such  as  entitle  him  to  a  judgment  of  dissolution.'  In  Califor- 
nia, a  general  partnership  is  dissolved  as  to  all  the  partners: 

1.  By  lapse  of  the  time  prescribed  by  agreement  for  its  dura- 
tion; 2.  By  the  expressed  will  of  any  partner,  if  there  is  no 
such  agreement;  3.  By  the  death  of  a  partner;  4.-  By  the  trans- 
fer to  a  person,  not  a  partner,  of  the  interest  of  any  partner  in 
the  partnership  property;  5.  By  war,  or  the  prohibition  of 
commercial  intercourse  between  the  country  in  which  one  part- 
ner resides  and  that  in  which  another  resides;  or,  6.  By  a  judg- 
ment of  dissolution.'  Where  there  are  several  members  of  a 
partnership,  and  one  of  them,  even  by  consent,  retires  from  the 
firm,  this  dissolution  necessarily  severs  the  copartnership  relations 
of  each  of  its  members.'  The  two  or  more  members  who  re- 
main in  the  firm  can  not  maintain  a  joint  action  at  law  against 
the  member  who  retired.*  The  bankruptcy  of  one  partner  ipso 
facto  dissolves  the  partnership,  and  the  assignee  is  tenant  in 
common  with  the  solvent  partner  in  the  joint  stock.^  But  the 
voluntary  absence  of  one  partner  from  the  state  does  not  operate 
as  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership.' 

§  2626.  Dissolution,  vrhen  Partner  Entitled  to. — A  gen- 
eral partner  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  dissolution:  1.  When 
he  or  another  partner  becomes  legally  incapable  of  contracting; 

2.  When  another  partner  fails  to  perform  his  duties  under  the 
agreement  of  partnership,  or  is  guilty  of  serious  misconduct; 
or,  3.  When  the  business  of  the  partnership  can  be  carried  on 
only  at  a  permanent  loss.^  A  renunciation  of  the  partnership 
by  one  partner  will  entitle  his  copartners  to  dissolve  the  part- 
nership."  Violent  and  lasting  dissensions  between  the  meiftbers 
of  a  firm  is  ground  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  a 
dissolution.'  So,  too,  when  the  whole  scheme  is  found  to  be 
visionary,  or  founded  upon  erroneous  principles." 

§  2627.  Distribution  of  Assets.—The  filing  of  a  bill  by 
one  partner  against  his  copartners  for  dissolution  and  account, 

1  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  2451.  •  Burnheim  v.  Porter,  3  West  Const 

2  Civil  Coile,  sec.  2450.  Rep.  434. 

» liosa  V.  Cornell,  45  Cal.  133.  ^  ^al.  Civil  Code,  sec.  2452. 

*L1.;  Millerv.  Biigham,  50 Id.  615.  ^Id.,  sees.  2417,  2418. 

For  a  case  depending  on  8|>ccial  facts,  •  Lafond  v.  Deems,  52  How.  Pr.  41. 

see  Ka^'lc  v.  Bucher,  6  Ohio  8t.  295.  "Id. 

6  Wilkins  V.  Davis,  loBank.  Reg.  60. 


§  2G30.  DISSOLITTION   OF  PARTNERSHIP.  247 

and  praying  for  an  injunction  and  receiver,  does  not  prevent  a 
creditor  from  proceeding  by  attachment,  and  gaining  a  priority 
over  other  creditors,  until  a  final  decree  of  dissolution  and 
order  of  distribution.* 

§  2628.^  Exclusion  of  a  Member. — Where  a  voluntary  as- 
sociation for  mutual  relief  excluded  plaintiffs  from  the  associa- 
tion, because  of  their  refusal  to  take  an  oath  not  required  by 
the  constitution  or  by-laws,  and  foreign  to  the  objects  thereof, 
a  suit  for  dissolution  might  be  maintained.'  But  where  the 
association,  on  being  advised  of  its  duties,  rescinded  the  resolu- 
tion, the  court  will  be  authorized  to  refuse  the  decree.' 

§  2G29.  Joint  Account  Transaction — Allegations. — 
Where  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  composed  one 
firm  and  the  defendant  ahother,  and  entered  into  ''an  arrange- 
ment to  transact  business  in  sugars  on  joint  account,"  and  al- 
leg^ed  that  plaintiffs  had  shipped  to  defendants  sugar  to  an 
amount  greater  than  they  had  drawn  bills  against,  that  defend- 
ants had  failed  and  assigned  to  defendant  B.,  that  the  assignment 
was  fraudulent  and  void,  and  prayed  judgment  for  excess  spe- 
cified, for  half  of  the  profits  and  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
and  other  proper  relief,  it  was  held,  that  though  inartificial,  it 
was  Bufdcient.*  The  proper  form  in  such  case  should  allege 
that  this  was  a  partnership  transaction;  that  credit  of  both  par- 
ties was  involved;  that  the  joint  names  and  credits  of  two  firms, 
the  one  as  drawers  and  the  other  as  acceptors,  were  the  means 
by  which  they  procured  the  moneys  that  bought  the  sugars; 
that  the  same  were  bought  on  joint  account  by  them  as  part- 
ners in  the  transaction;  that  a  large  amount  of  sugar  and  pro- 
ceeds thereof  were  on  hand;  that  the  joint  indebtedness  for 
these  sugars  was  outstanding,  and  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
joint  prox)erty  arising  out  of  the  transaction,  and  that  an  ac- 
counting should  be  had  between  the  parties,  and  that  an  in- 
junction be  granted  and  a  receiver  appointed.^ 

§  2G30.  Joint  Stock  Association. — A  portion  of  the  com- 
pany can  not,  contrary  to  the  articles  of  association,  dissolve 
the  company  at  their  will  and  pleasure,  but  if  it  is  found  im- 
practicable to  keep  the  company  together,  or  to  prosecute  suc- 
cessfully the  contemplated  enterprise,  the  court  may  decree  a 
dissolution  and  the  distribution  of  its  effects.*  A  joint-stock  as- 
sociation, formed  for  a  definite  period,  can  not  be  voluntarily  dis- 

'  Adams  v.  Woods,  9  Cal.  24.  *  Davis  v.  Grove,  27  How.  Pr.  70. 

'Gorman  V.  Russell,  14  Cal.  531.  ^Von   Schmidt  v.   Huntington,    1 

3  Id.,  18  Cal.  088.  Cal.  55. 
*  Davis  v.  Grove,  27  How.  Pr.  70. 
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solved,  except  by  the  unanimous  consent  of  all  the  stockholders.* 
Where  there  is  nothing  in  the  constitution  of  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany to  regulate  the  remedies  of  shareholders,  the  general  law  of 
partnership  must  govern  them.'  A  voluntary  association  is  not 
dissolved  by  the  withdrawal  of  two  of  its  members,  upon  their 
objecting  to  a  purchase  of  land,  and  refusing  to  pay  assessmeuts, 
or  to  co-operate  in  its  business  and  to  participate  in  its  proceed- 
ings.' 

§  2G31.  Jurisdlotion — Agreement  for  Arbitration. — A 
stipulation  in  articles  of  partnership,  that  all  matters  of  con- 
troversy shall  be  submitted  to  arbitration,  does  not  take  away 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  decree  a  dissolution.^ 

§  2632.  Receiver. — ^A  partner  filing  a  bill  for  dissolution, 
and  to  eijjoin  the  copartnership  from*  continuing  the  business 
in  the  name  and  on  the  credit  of  the  partnership,  is,  neverthe- 
less, not  entitled  to  have  a  receiver  appointed,  unless  the  co- 
partner has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  or  of  the  partner- 
ship contract.^  The  appointment  of  a  receiver  is  only  a  means 
to  attain  the  end  contemplated  by  the  plaintiff." 

§  2633.  Surrender  of  Franchise. — The  trustees  of  a  cor- 
poration have  the  power  to  surrender  the  franchise,  after  its 
debts  are  paid,  and  if  they  should  do  so  without  having  made 
any  disposition  of  its  property,  there  being  no  stockholders  or 
creditors,  the  personal  property  of  the  corporation  would  vest 
in  the  state.^  And  so  would  such  real  estate  as  was  acquired 
by  the  corporation  for  value,  the  vendor  having  no  interest  iu 
the  appropriation  of  the  property  to  any  specific  object,  and  no 
reversion  where  the  succession  fails.® 

§  2634.  Tenants  in  Common  of  Mill. — ^Where  the  relation 
of  tenants  in  common  in  a  mill  was  established  between  two 
persons,  and  it  appeared  that  one  had  the  entire  management 
of  the  concern,  occasionally  paying  some  of  the  proceeds  to  his 
co-tenant,  but  that  no  settlement  had  taken  place,  it  was  held, 
that  though  there  was  no  partnership  shown,  it  was  a  proper 
case  for  an  accounting  between  the  parties.* 

§  2635.  Water  Ditch. — A  complaint  in  an  action  for  an  ac- 
counting, touching  the  affairs,  rents,  and  proceeds  of  a  water 

'  Von  Schmidt  v.   Huntington,  1        *  Adams  v.  Woods,  8  Cal.  30C. 

Cal.  55.  '  2  Kent's  Com.  386;  Ang.  &  Amca 

^BuUard  v.  Kinney,  10  Cal.  CO.  on  Corp.,  sec.  105. 

^  Troy  Factory  v.  Corning,  45  Barb.  *•  People  v.  Pres.  and  Trus.  of  Col- 

231.  lego  of  Cal.,  38  Cal.   lOG;  Bacon  v. 

*  Mcahcr  v.  Cox,  37  Ala.  201.  Robertson,  IS  How.  U.  S.  4S0. 

6  Wilson  V.  Fitcher,  3  Stock.  71.  »  Mitchell  v.  O'Neale,  4  Nev.  604. 
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ditch,  and  for  a  sale  of  the  property  and  a  division  of  tbe  pro- 
ceeds, wliich  first  avers  in  geueral  terms  a  copartnership  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  defendants  in  the  ditch,  without  averring 
any  partnership  agreement,  and  then  states  that  plaintiff  ac- 
quired his  interest  in  the  ditch  by  the  purchase  of  an  undivided 
interest  from  other  persons  than  defendants,  does  not  state- facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  either  for  a  dissolution 
and  settlement  of  the  affairs  of  a  partnership,  or  for  a  partition.' 
The  complaint  in  this  case  alleging  that  plaintiff  and  defendant 
are  members  of  a  joint-stock  company,  known  as  the  **  Miners' 
Ditch  Company;"  that  defendants  exclude  plaintiff  from  par- 
ticipation in  the  business  or  benefit  from  it;  that  they  have  re- 
ceived large  sums  of  money  from  the  same,  and  refuse  to  ac- 
count or  pay  him  anything,  etc.,  entitles  plaintiff  to  a  relief  by 
a  decree  affirming  his  interest  and  directing  an  account.' 

§  2636.  Winding  up  AfiTairs. — A  partner  is  always  entitled 
to  have  the  partnership  wound  up  by  a  sale  of  all  the  property, 
as  the  best  mode  of  ascertaining  its  value.'  Where  a  partner- 
ship is  liable  to  be  dissolved  at  the  will  of  either  party,  the 
consequence  of  such  dissolution  is  to  throw  the  winding  up  of 
their  partnership  affairs  into  a  court  of  equity,  unless  they 
agree  on  the  mode  of  settlement.*  A  court  of  equity  will  dis- 
solve a  partnership  when  the  respondent  in  a  suit  for  disso- 
lution does  not  intend  to  carry  out  one  of  the  terms  of  the 
partnership  agreement.*  One  party  can  not,  by  withdrawing 
himself  from  the  association  before  tbe  period  stipulated  be- 
tween the  partners  for  its  continuance,  either  dissolve  the  part- 
nership or  extricate  himself  from  the  responsibilities  of  a 
partner,  either  in  respect  to  his  associates  or  to  third  persons, 
but  the  partnership  may  be  put  an  end  to  by  the  act  of  God,  or 
by  operation  of  law,*  In  the  voluntary  winding  up  of  a  joint 
stock  company,  claim  made  to  the  liquidator  on  bank  notes  and 
drafts  current  at  the  time  of  the  stoppage  is  a  sufficient  deman/I 
for  payment,  and  interest  runs  from  the  date  of  such  claim.^ 

§  2637.    On  the  Ground  of  Assignment  by  Partner. 

F<yrm  No.  608. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  partnership  as  before.] 

n.  That  on  the day  of ,  18..,  at ,  the 

'  Bradley  v.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  69.  •  Pierpoint  v.  Graham,  4  Wash.  C. 

»  Smith  V.  Fagan,  17  Cal.  178.  C.  232. 

•  Lymau  v.  Lyman,  2  Paine,  11.  '  In  re  East  of  England   Banking 

*  Stevens  v.  Ycatman,  19  Md,  480.  Co.,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.,  14. 
^  Meaher  v.  Cox,  37  Ala.  201. 
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defendant  A.  B.,  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  plaint- 
iff, assigned  and  transferred  to  the  defendant  C.  D.,  all  his  in- 
terest in  said  partnership,  and  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest 
to  any  and  all  property  of  said  firm. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2638.  Dissolution  by  Assignment. — The  assignment  of 
all  joint  interest  in  a  patent,  by  one  joint  owner,  is  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership  for  working  it.*  A  partnership  is  dis- 
solved by  the  cessio  honor um  made  by  one  of  the  members,  and 
the  solvent  partner  being  bound  in  solido,  has  a  right,  but  not 
an  exclusive  one,  to  liquidate  its  affairs.' 

§  2639.  Mining  Partnership. — One  of  the  partners  in  a 
mining  partnership  may  convey  his  interest  in  the  mine  and 
business,  without  dissolving  the  partnership.' 

§  2640.  Sale  to  Stranger. — Evidence  that  a  partner  sold  to 
a  stranger  his  interest  in  a  stock  of  goods,  belonging  to  the 
firm,  but  not  in  the  notes,  accounts,  and  other  assets  of  the 
firm,  and  that  the  purchaser  formed  a  partnership  with  the 
seller's  partners,  is  not  sufficient  proof  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
original  partnership.*  Where  one  partner  retires  from  busi- 
ness, assigning  to  the  other  all  his  interest  in  the  partnership 
propert}',  the  remaining  partner  acquires  the  same  dominion  as 
if  it  had  ever  been  his  own  separate  property.*  "Where  one 
partner  sells  out  his  interest  in  the  partnership,  it  works  a  dis- 
solution of  the  same.^  The  introduction  of  new  members  into 
a  firm  works  a  dissolution  of  the  pre-existing  copartnership, 
e:scept  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  the  assets  and  paying  the 
debts  of  the  concern.^ 

§  2641 .  Upon  Notioe  of  Expiration  of  Term  of  Copart- 
nership. 

Form  No.  609. 
[Title.] 

I.  [Allege  partnership  as  in  preceding  forms.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  defendant  [or 

the  plaintiff],  pursuant  to  the  provision  of  said  agreement,  gave 
to  the  [defendant  or  plaintiff]  a  written  notice  of  his  intention 
to  dissolve  said  agreement,  a  copy  of  which  notice,  and  also  of 
said  agreement,  is  hereto  annexed. 

[Demand  of  Jcjdomekt.] 

1  Parkhurst  v.  Kinsman,  1  Blatchf.        *  Cody  v.  Cody,  31  Ga.  619. 
488.  6  Dimon  v.  Hazard,  32  N.  Y.  65. 

^Saloy  V.  Albrecht,  17La.  Ann.  75.        «  Bradley    v.    Harkness,    26    CaL 

»  Duryea  v.  Burt,  28  Cal.  569;  Skill-  69. 
man   v.  Lachman,  23  Id.   198;  Cal.        ^  Mudd  v.  Baat,  34  Mo.  465. 
Civil  Code,  sec.  2516. 
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§  2642.  Actual  Notice. — Where  the  parbiersbip  agreement 
provides  for  a  dissolution  upon  notice,  any  notice  is  sufficient 
which  clearly  fulfills  the  intention  of  the  agreement. 

§  2643.  Mutual  Consent. — Where  a  partnership  is  dis- 
solved by  mutual  consent,  a  court  will  assume  control  of  its 
business  and  appoint  a  receiver  only  when  it  appears  neces- 
sary, to  protect  the  interest  of  the  parties,  and  not  as  a  matter  of 
course.'  In  New  York,  the  dissolution  of  a  limited  partnership 
by  filing  a  notice  with  the  county  clerk,  and  by  publication  for 
four  weeks, ^  does  not  become  operative  until  the  complete  per- 
formance of  both  those  acts.*  Such  notice  is  necessary  to  exon- 
erate the  members  of  a  firm  from  liability  on  a  promissory  note 
made  in  its  name  after  dissolution.'  When  notice  of  change  of 
firm's  name  is  relied  on  to  exonerate  retiring  partner,  such 
change  must  show  that  he  has  retired  from  the  business.^ 

§  2644.  Offer  to  Dissolve. — An  allegation  by  one  partner, 
contained  in  a  pleading,  of  his  desire  to  dissolve,  is  not  equiva- 
lent to  an  acceptance  of  an  offer  to  dissolve  made  by  the  other 
party  a  month  previous.^ 

§  2645.  When  Dissolution  may  be  Obtained.— A  part- 
nership that  has  no  limit  in  respect  to  time  may  be  dissolved  by 
either  party  at  will.^  Yet  where  parties  have  agreed  to  enter 
into  such  a  partnership,  the  refusal  of  one  of  them  to  enter  is  a 
good  cause  of  action  to  the  other. ^  A  provision  in  articles  of 
copartnership  prescribing  a  definite  period  for  its  continuance, 
is  sufficient,  without  any  prohibition  of  an  earlier  dissolution,  to 
prevent  either  party  from  dissolving  it  at  will.' 

§  2646.    On  the  Ground  of  Bankruptcy  of  Partner. 

/brwi  No.  610. 
[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  partnership  as  before.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of    ,  18. . ,  at , 

the  defendant  A.  B.  was  declared  a  bankrupt  by  the  United 
States  district  court  for  the  district  of  California,  in  a  certain 
proceeding  therein,  wherein  C.  D.  was  petitioner  and  the  said 
A.  B.  was  defendant,  and  afterwards  the  defendant  E.  F.  was 

»  Cox  V.  Peters,  2  Beasley,  39.  *  Bank  of  N.  Y.  v.  Vanderhorst,  .32 

« 1  Rev.  Stat.  7G7,  aec,  24.  N.  Y.  553. 

»  Fanshawe  v.  l^ne,  16  Abb.  Pr.  71.  ^  Chit,  on  Cont.  208. 

*  City  Bank  of  Brooklyn  v.  McChes-  *  Skinner  v.  Tinker,  34  Barb, 
ncy,  20  N.  Y.  240;  City  B'k  of  Brook-  333. 

lyn  V.  Dearborn,  Id.  244.  •  Smith  v.Mulock,  lAbb.  Pr.,  N.  S.. 

*  American   Linen    Thread  Co.  v.     374. 
Woi-t^ndyke,  24  N.  Y.  650. 
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regularly  cbosen  as  the  assignee  of  said  A.  B.  aod  gave  bond 
and  qualified  as  such,  and  by  virtue  of  tbe  assignment  so  made 
to  said  E.  F.  by  said  A.  B.,  and^of  the  proceedings  in  said 
cause,  said  E.  F.  is  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiff  in  the 
pro^Derty  and  assets  of  said  firm. 

[Demand  of  Judgment  of  Dissolution,  and  an  Accounting,  etc.] 

§  2G47.  Bemkruptoy. — A  decree  of  bankruptcy  against  a 
member  of  a  firm  operates  as  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
and  tbe  assignee  becomes  tenant  in  common  with  the  solvent 
partner.'  The  joint  property  remains  in  the  hands  of  the 
solvent  partner  clothed  with  a  trust.  He  can  enter  into  no  new 
partnership  engagement,  but  his  whole  authority  is  limited  to 
settling  and  closing  the  partnership  concerns.'  And  ordinaiily 
the  assignee  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  administration  of 
the  effects  of  the  firm.' 

§  2G48.    On  the  Ground  of  Misappropriation  of  Funds. 

Form  No.  611. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  I  Allege  partnership  as  before.] 

II.  That  since  the  commencement  of  said  partnership,  the 
defendant  has,  from  time  to  time,  applied  to  his  own  use,  from 
the  receipts  and  profits  of  said  business,  large  sums  of  money, 
greatly  exceeding  the  proportion  thereof  to  which  he  was  en- 
titled, to  wit,  the  sum  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  defendant  still  continues  to  collect  the  copart- 
nership debts  and  appropriate  the  money  to  his  own  use,  greatly 
exceeding  the  proportion  thereof  to  which  he  is  entitled,  to 
the  detriment  of  the  business  of  said  firm,  and  the  injury  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  said  copartnership  may  be  dissolved. 

2.  That  a  receiver  of  the  property  tbereof  be  appointed,  with 
the  usual  powers. 

3.  That  an  account  be  taken  of  all  the  said  copartnership 
dealings  and  transactions,  from  the  commencement  thereof, 
and  of  the  money  received  and  paid  by  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant respectively  in  relation  thereto. 

4.  That  the  defendant  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  in- 
terfering with  the  debts  or  moneys  or  property  or  effects  of  said 
partnership. 

J  Wilkinsv.  Davis,  15  Bank.  Retj.  60.  ^ 

*  3  Kent's  Com.  69;  Story  on  Part.,  sees.  1,  328,  341,  407.  t 

•  Matter  of  Norcrosa,  1  jf.  Y.  Leg.  Oba.  100.  '-*' 
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5.  That  the  property  of  the  firm,  real  and  personal,  be  sold, 
and  the  copartnership  debts  and  liabilities  be  paid  off,  and  the 
surplus,  if  any,  divided  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
according  to  their  respective  interests. 

6.  And  for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  may  be  just,  with 
the  costs  of  this  action. 

§  2G49.  False  Entry  in  Books. — Where  one  partner  has 
the  management  of  the  partnership  affairs,  and  makes  false  en- 
tries in  the  books,  and  defrauds  his  co^jartner  of  a  j^ortion  of 
the  partnership  receipts,  and  retains  the  same  to  his  own  use, 
the  partner  defrauded  is  entitled  to  a  dissolution  and  an  ac- 
counting.^ The  taking  of  an  account  follows  dissolution  as  a 
matter  of  course.'  If  in  such  case  there  has  been  an  account- 
ing between  the  partners,  and  the  partner  defravided  does  not 
discover  the  fraud  until  after  the  accounting,  he  may  sue  for 
an  accounting  and  dissolution,  and  on  the  trial  may  surcharge 
and  falsify  the  account,  without  demanding  a  reaccounting 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.' 

§  2G50.  By  Administrator,  for  Dissolution  of  Copartner- 
ship, on  the  Ground  of  Death  of  Partner. 

Form  No,  612, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at ,  one 

A.  B.  entered  into  partnership  with  the  defendant,  und^  an 
agreement  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  agreement]. 

II.  That  the  said  copartnership  business  was  entered  upon 
pursuant  to  said  agreement,  and  continued  to  be  carried  on 
under  and  pursuant  to  the  same  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  said  A.  B. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

said  A.  B.  died. 

ly.  That  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  A.  B.  there  was 
on  hand  partnership  assets  to  the  amount  or  value  of  about 

. .  .dollars,  as  follows  [specify  personal  property  and  its 

value;  real  property,  describing  it  and  its  value,  and  other 
property,  as  book  accounts,  etc. ,  and  their  value]. 

Y.  Allege  appointment  of  plaintiff  as  executor  or  as  adminis^ 
trator,  as  in  forms  Nos.  89,  90. 

YI.  That  ever  since  the  death  of  said  A.  B.  the  said  defend- 
ant has  continued  in  tbe  .possession  of  the  said  real  and  per- 
sonal pro|)erty,  and  to  manage  and  carry  on  said  business,  and 

'  Cottle  V.  Leitch,  35  CaL  434.  « Id.  •  Id. 
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dispose  of  said  property,  and  to  collect  the  debts  and  tbiogs  in 
action,  and  to  pay  debts  and  liabilities  of  said  firm  out  of  the  avails 
thereof;  and  that  he  has  so  collected  large  sums,  the  amount  of 
which  the  plaintiff  does  not  know  and  oan  not  ascertain. 

YII.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  as 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  said  A.  B.,  any  money  or  other 
proceeds  of  said  copartnership  since  the  death  of  said  A.  B. , 
nor  has  he  assigned,  transferred,  or  delivered  over  to  said 
plaintiff,  as  administrator,  any  of  the  assets,  securities,  or 
property  of  said  copartnership. 

YIII.  That  the  defendant  is  insolvent,  and  is  unable  to  give 
any  security  for  payment  to  the  plaintiff  as  representative  of 
said  A.  B.  for  the  value  of  the  interest  of  said  A.  B.  in  said  co« 
partnership. 

IX.  That  the  plaintiff^ has  requested  of  said  defendant  a 
statement  and  account  of  said  copartnership  transactions,  which 
the  defendant  refused  U>  give. 

Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  demands: 

1.  That  an  account  may  be  taken  of  all  the  said  copartner- 
ship dealings  and  transactions,  from  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment thereof  to  the  time  of  dissolution  by  the  death  of  said  A. 
B.,  and  of  the  moneys  received  and  paid  by  the  said  partners 
respectively  in  regard  thereto,  and  that  the  defendant  account 
for  all  dealings  with  and  transactions  in  regard  to  the  prop- 
ertjif  assets,  and  effects  of  said  firm  since  its  dissolution  by  tbe 
death  of  said  A.  B.,  and  the  property  sold  or  disposed  of  by  him, 
either  as  surviving  partner  or  otherwise,  and  of  the  moneys  col- 
lected and  received  and  paid  out  by  him  on  account  thereof. 

2.  That  the  defendant  may  be  adjudged  to  pay  the  plaintiff, 
as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  the  residue  which  shall  appear  to 
be  due  to  the  estate  of  said  A.  B.,  after  payment  of  all  the  debts 
of  the  firm. 

8.  That  a  receiver  be  appointed,  with  the  usual  powers  and 
duties,  and  under  the  usual  directions;  and  that  the  defendant 
may  be  restrained  by  order  of  this  court  from  disposing  of  or 
in  any  manner  interfering  with  the  property  and  effects  of  said 
firm,  or  from  collecting  or  receiving  the  copartnership  debts  or 
other  moneys  coming  to  said  firm. 

4.  For  such  other  or  further  relief  as  may  be  just,  with  costs 
of  this  action.^ 

^  Under  the  California  statnte,  a  partnership,  subject  always  to  jndi* 
8iir\nving  partner  has  the  al)6olute  cialinquiry;  but  the  executor  or  ad- 
right  to  settle  up  the  affairs  of  the  co-    ministrator  of  tlie  deceased  partner 


« 
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§  2651.  Compensation  Allowed. — Where  the  partnership 
has  been  carried  on  some  time  after  the  dissolution  by  death, 
and  such  continuance  has  proved  beneficial,  he  ma}'  be  allowed 
compensation  for  his  services,  to  be  deducted  from  the  profits.* 

§  2652.  Credit  Allowed. — A  surviving  partner  who  admin- 
isters upon  the  partnership  affairs  may  be  allowed  a  credit  on 
his  inventory  for  a  debt  due  by  the  deceased  partner,  and  for  a 
debt  due  by  himself  to  the  firm,  at  the  same  time,  both  debtors 
being  insolvent.' 

§  2653.  Dissolution  by  Death.— The  partnership  is  dis- 
solved by  death.'  The  death  of  a  partner  is  not  a  revocation  of 
the  agency.* 

§  2654.  Rights  of  Survivor.— When  a  partnership  is  dis- 
solved by  the  death  of  one  of  its  members,  the  surviving  part- 
ner is  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  partnership,  pay  its  debts 
out  of  its  assets,  and  divide  the  residue  among  those  entitled 
to  it.^  He  has  the  exclusive  right  of  possession,  and  absolute 
power  of  disposing  of  the  assets.®  He  may  transfer  the  title  to 
a  chose  in  action  of  the  firm;  and  after  such  transfer  the  rem- 
edy must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  iuter- 
est.^  In  Louisiana,  on  the  death  of  a  partner,  his  interest  in 
the  assets  of  the  concern  become  vested  in  his  heirs  at  law,  and 
the  surviving  partners  can  only  acquire  that  interest  by  trans- 
fer and  assignment  from  the  heirs,  and  thereby  acquire  the 
right  to  sue  for  a  debt  in  their  own  name.®  The  right  of  a  sur- 
viving partner  to  administer  the  partnership  effects  is  not  an 
absolute  right,  but  depends  upon  the  consent  of  the  heirs." 

may  maintain  against  the  surviving  ^Gleason  v.   White,  34  Cal.   2o8; 

partner  any  action  which  the  dece-  Locschigk  v.  Addison,  19  Abb.   Pr. 

dent  could  have  maintained:  Code  C.  IG9. 

P.,  sec.  1585.  «Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1585;  Allen 

1  Griggs  V.  Clark.  23  Cal.  427.  v.  Hill,  16  Cal.  113. 

^Crow  V.  Wcidner,  36  Mo.  412.  ^  Roys  v.  Vilas,  18  Wis.  169. 

'  Scholefield  v.  Kichelberger,  7  Pet.  ®  Skipworth  v.   Lea,  16   La,   Ann. 

586;  Burwell  v.  Mandeville,  2  How.  247. 

560.  'McKowen    v.   McGuire,    l5   La. 

*  Bank  of  N.  Y.  v.  Vanderhorst,  32  Ann.  637. 
N.  Y.  553. 
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CHAPTER   III.' 

DIVORCE. 

« 

§  2655.    On  the  Ground  of  Adultery. 

Form  No.  613, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  ami  alleges: 

I.  Tbat  plaintiff  and  clrfcudant  iutermarried*  at .in 

the  county  of stale  of ,  on  or  about  the  .... 

dav  of ,  IB.  .,  and  e\or  aiiice  Lave  been,  and  now  are, 

husband  and  wife. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  is  and  has  been  a  resident  of  the  state 
of  ... . ,  for  the  period  of months  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  commencement  of  this  action. 

III.  And  plaintiff,  on  her  information  and  belief,  alleges  that 

the  defendant  did,  on  the daj*  of 18. . ,  commit 

adultery  with  one ,  at [name  the  place,  and 

describe  the  house]. 

IV.  Plaintiff  further  alleges,  on  her  information  and  belief, 
that  defendant,  on  divers  days  and  times  between  said  last 
mentioned  day  and  the  commencement  pf  this  action,  has  com- 
mitted adultery  with  the  aaid  f .'. -.  ^.  . .,  and  is  now  living  and 
cohabiting  with  the  said  m! ./(*  .,^^he-^l«u:e  an44a  the  houoo-. 
above  mentTOTied'."^> 

/  V.  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  each  and  all  of  said  acts  of 
adultery  were  committed  without  the  consent,  connivance,  pro- 
curement, or  previous  knowledge  of  plaintiff,  and  that  she  has 
not  lived  or  cohabited  with  defendant  since  she  became  cogni- 
zant of  the  commission  by  the  defendant  of  the  several  acts  of 
adultery  complained  of. 

VI.  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner 
and  possessed  of  the  following  described  real  and  personal 
property  [particularly  describe  it,  and  state  its  value],  all  of 
which  has  been  acquired  by  him  since  their  said  marriage. 

VII.  Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of 

said  real  property  are  of  the  monthly  value  of  about 

dollars,  in  United  States  gold  coin. 

VIII.  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  there  are  now  living  of  the 

issue  of  their  said  marriage children.     [State  their  sex, 

names,  and  ages.] 

IX.  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  she  is  in  indigent  circum- 
Btanccs,  and  wholly  dependent  upon  her  own  labor  for  her  sup- 
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port  [or  that  she  is  in  ill  health,  or  too  aged  to  earn  her  liveli- 
hood, and  is  dependent  on  the  charity  of  her  friends  for  support]. 

Wherefore  plaintiiT  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  bonds  of  matrimony  between  herself  and  the  de- 
fendant be  dissolved,  and  that  the  custody  of  the  said  minor 
cl^ldren  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff. 

'  2.  That  such  portion  of  the  common  property  be  allowed  and 
set  apart  to  plaintiff  as  shall  be  equitable  and  just,  and  that  the 
defendant  be  enjoined  and  restrained  from  disposing  of  or  in 
any  manner  incumbering  the  property  herein  described*^ 

3.  That  the  defendant  may  be  required  to  pay  a  reasonable 
sum  into  court  to  defray  the  expenses  of  this  action,  and  for 
counsel  fees;  and  that  he  pay  to  plaintiiT  such  further  sum  for 
alimony  as  to  this  court  may  seem  just,  for  her  support  during 
the  pendency  of  this  actioiK^iPlaintiff  prays  for  general  relief.* 

§  2656.    Allegation  of  ^Adulterous  Intercourse. 

F<mn  No.  6I4.  ' 

[Title.] 
That  the  defendant  has  committed  adultery  with  one  A.  B. , 

and  ever  since  the  , . . .  day  of ,  18. . ,  has  been  living 

in  adulterous  intercourse  with  him  [her],  at  the  house  known  as 

,  on street,  in 

§  2657.    Allegation  vcrhere  Name  is  Unknown. 

Form  No,  615, 
[Title.] 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  the  house  known 

as ' ,  on street,  in  the  city  of ,  the 

defendant  committed  adultery  with  a  man  [or  a  woman]  whose 
name  is  unknown  to  the  plaintiff.' 

§  2658.  Adultery .  Defined. — Adultery  is  the  voluntary  sex- 
ual intercourse  of  a  married  per^on  with  a  person  other  than 
the  ofifeuder's  husband  or  wife.'  It  can  only  be  committed  by  a 
married  person,  but  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  particeps  cnm- 
inis  is  married  or  single.* 

§  2659.  Adultery,  how  Alleged.— The  allegation  of  adul- 
tery must  not  be  too  general.^    But  a  failure  to  demur  is  a 

'In    California,    divorceB    may  be  stated:   Heyde  v.  Heyde,    4  Sandf. 

granted   for    any    of    the    following  692;  Kane  v.  Kane,  .3  Edw.  Ch.  3S9; 

cauaea:  1.  Adultery;  2.  Extreme  cru-  Mitchell  v.  Mitchell,  Gl  N.   Y.  398. 

elty;  3.  Willful  desertion;  4.  Willful  »Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  93;  Bishop  on 

neglect;  5.  Mabitual intemperance;  6.  Mar.  &  Div.  sec.  703. 

Conviction  of  felony:  Civil  Code,  sec.  *Id.;  Commonwealth  v.   Call,  21 

92.  Pick.  509. 

'  This  allegation   is   sustained  by  ^  VVood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige  Ch.  108; 

Germond  v.  Gcrmond,  6  Johns.  Ch.  Kane  v.  Kane,  3  Edw.  Ch.  389. 
347.     The  place  should  bo  distinctly 
BvrsB,  Vol.  11—17 
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waiver  of  such  objection.*  The  words  " committed  adultery" 
are  suflSciently  descriptive  of  the  act.  The  name  of  the  person 
with  whom  the  adultery  is  charged  to  have  been  committed 
must  be  given;  if  it  is  not  known,  that  fact  must  be  stated.' 
Time  and  place  should  be  stated  with  reasonable  certainty,  so 
as  to  enable  the  defendant  to  meet  it  on  the  trial.'  A  defect  in 
this  particular  should  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,  and 
if  no  demurrer  were  interposed,  the  objection  of  the  want  of 
certainty  was  held  to  be  waived.*  In  the  case  of  Adams  v. 
Adams,  IG  Pick.  254,  the  respondent  moved  to  quash  the  libel 
for  uncertainty  in  this  respect,  or  that  libelant  file  a  bill  of 
particulars  within  a  reasonable  time.  The  court  ordered  the 
bill  of  particulars  to  be  filed.*  The  better  course  would  be  to 
amend.  There  are  cases,  however,  when  neither  person,  time, 
nor  place  can  be  alleged,  as  where  the  wife  discovers  that  the 
husband  has  contracted,  since  the  marriage,  venereal  disease; 
or  the  husband  has  been  absent  for  a  year,  and  upon  his  return 
finds  his  wife  pregnant.  In  these  cases,  besides  stating  the 
adultery  in  general  terms,  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  proof 
should  be  referred  to,  for  the  double  purpose  of  excusing  the 
want  of  a  more  specific  allegation,  and  of  notifying  the  defend- 
ant of  the  nature  of  the  charge  and  of  the  proof  by  which  it  will 
be  supported.' 

§  2G60.  Averments  Generally.— A  complaint  for  divorce 
should  contain  allegations  of  every  fact  the  existence  of  which 
is  made  necessary  by  the  statute  in  order  to  the  granting  of  the 
divorce.^  The  residence  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  averred." 
Connivance  or  collusion  need  not  be  negatived  in  the  complaint, 
as  they  are  matters  of  defense.* 

§  2G61.  Alimony  Pendente  Lite. — The  court  has  power  to 
order  the  husband  to  pay  money  to  the  wife  for  her  support 
during  the  litigation,  and  for  counsel  fees  and  other  legal  ex- 
penses." And  it  may  be  enforced  by  imprisonment  for  con- 
tempt."   Alimony  pendente  lite  may  be  allowed  without  statu- 

^  Consult  Conant  V.  Conant,  10  Cal.  sec.   610.     As   to   pleading   habitual 

249;  see  also  IngersoU  v.  Iiigersoll,  1  adultery,  see  Id.  sec.  Gil;  Marble  v. 

Code  R.  102.  Marlile,  36  Mich.  386. 

'Germond  v.  Gerraond,  6  Johns.  MVhite  v.  White,  45  N.  H.  121. 

Ch.  317.  «  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  28  Cal.  590; 

»Couaut  V.  Conant,   10  Cal.  249;  Civ.  Code,  sec.  128. 

Heyde  v.  Ileyde,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  (;02;  »  Young  v.   Youn^,  18  Minn.   90; 

Farrv.  Fair,  34 Miss.  597-601;  Wood  Koe  v.  Koc,   14  Hun,  612;  Burns  v. 

V.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108,  113.  Burns,.  GO  Ind.  259;  Smith  v.  Smith, 

♦  Coiiaiit  V.  Conant,  10  Cal.  249.  4  Paige  Ch.  432. 

*See   also   Garratt    v.    Garratt,  4  "  Ex  parte  Perkins,  18  Cal.  CO;'soe 

Yeatcs,  244.  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  137. 

® Bishop  on  Mar.  and  Div.,  vol.  2,  "Id. 
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tory  authoriij,  the  power  to  grant  it  being  incident  to  the 
power  to  grant  the  divorce.'  It  was  allotted  on  the  average 
annual  earnings  of  a  husband,  a  master  mariner,  though  at  the 
time  of  his  answering  the  petition  for  alimony  he  was  temporarily 
out  of  employment.*  In  a  suit  by  a  wife  against  her  husband  for 
divorce,  he  is  chargeable  with  the  real  value  of  such  professional 
services  as  the  wife  may  procure.'  What  allowance  a  husband, 
who  sues  his  -wife  for  a  divorce,  will  be  required  to  make  to  her 
for  the  expenses  of  her  defense,  by  the  courts  of  Washington 
tenitory,  varies  with  the  circumstances.^  Where  husband  and 
wife  have  been  living  apart  for  many  years,  and  the  wife  has 
supported  herself,  and  is  still  able  to  do  so,  alimony  penderde 
liie  will  not  1)e  allowed.'  The  allowance  is  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court.'  Proof  of  the  amount  of  labor,  or  the  value  of 
services  of  counsel,  is  not  necessary  to  sustaiu  an  allowance  for 
counsel  fees.  The  court  may  determine,  from  its  own  experi- 
ence, and  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  papers,  what  is  a  reasonable  fee.^  In  Maryland, 
courts  of  chancery  exercise  jurisdiction  to  grant  alimony  to  the 
wife,  but  only  upon  allegation  of  facts  which  would  be  a  suffi- 
cient foundation  in  England  for  granting  a  divorce  a  meiisa  et 
ihoro}  And  New  York  follows  the  procedure  of  the  English 
courts.'  An  order  to  pay  alimony  may  be  enforced  by  an  at- 
tachment for  contemi^t.*® 

§  2GG2.  Appeal. — In  a  divorce  suit  brought  by  the  husband, 
an  appeal  taken  by  the  wife  from  a  decree  against  her,  within 
the  statutory  peiiod,  but  after  the  death  of  the  complainant, 
where  the  husband,  at  his  death,  left  considerable  estate,  is  held 
to  be  authorized  by  the  Michigan  statute.'^  The  representatives 
and  heirs  of  the  deceased  complainant  must  be  brought  in  as 
parties,  before  the  hearing  on  appeal."  The  administrator  will 
not  be  compelled  to  pay  alimony  on  such  appeal."  Where  the 
chancellor  refuses  a  divorce,  because  proof  is  not  made  of  the 
plaintiff's  residence,  but  grants  relief  as  to  other  matters  em- 

1  Petrie  v.  People,  40  111.  334.  »  WilUngsford  v.   Willingsford,   6 

'Thompson  v.  Thompson,  L.  K.,  1  Har.  &  J.  485;  Helms  v.  Fraaciscus,  2 

P.  &  i).  5o3.  Bland.  Ch.  568. 

'Spray  berry  v.  Merk,  30  Ga.  81;  'Van  Epps  v.  Van  Deusen,  4  Paige 

Arnistroiig  v.  Armstrong,  3o  111.  109.  Ch.  74;  Galland  v.  Galhmd,  38  Cal. 

*  Thorndike  v.  Thorndike,  1  Wash.  265. 

Ter.  175.  w  Lyon   v.   Lyon,   21    Conn.    185; 

*  Burrows  v.  Burrows,  L.  R.,  1  P.     Wightnian  v.  Wightman,  45  111.  167; 
&  D.  554;  George  v.  George,  Id.  554.     Grimm  v.  Grimm,  1  K.  D.  Smith,  190. 

«  De  Llamosas  v.  Do  Llamosas,  62        ^^  Shafer  v.  Shafer,  30  Mich.  163. 
N.  Y.  618.  ^''  Id, 

Ud.  "Id. 


260  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  26G3. 

braced  in  the  bill,  the  appellate  court  will,  at  the  instance  of 
the  plaintiff,  reverse  the  decree  as  to  the  divorce,  and  dismiss 
the  bill  on  that  point  without  prejudice.'  To  justify  this  court 
in  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  refusing  a  divorce, 
under  the  clause  giving  **  discretionary  powers/'  etc.,  a  very 
clear  case  must  be  shown  of  an  improper  exercise  of  that 
power.'  A  decree  for  divorce  a  vinculo  is  final,  and  an  appeal 
lies  therefrom,  notwithstanding  a  reference  to  the  commissioner 
for  the  determination  of  alimony  pending  the  suit.' 

§  2663.  Ck>mnion  Property,  Disposition  of. — In  the  ab- 
sence of  an  allegation  in  a  complaint  for  divorce,  that  there  is 
common  property,  the  presumption  would  be  that  there  was 
none.*  It  is  proper  to  declare,  for  the  information  of  the  court, 
in  what  the  common  property  consists,  its  nature  and  valuc.^ 
The  statute  which  prescribes  what  shall  be  common  property, 
as  between  husband  and  wife,  and  how  it  shall  be  divided  in 
case  of  a  divorce,  is  a  mere  regulation  of  a  right  of  propertj', 
and  does  not  provide  a  new  right  of  action.  A  complaiut  for 
relief  under  the  statute  need  not,  therefore,  comply  with  the 
rules  governing  the  forms  of  pleadings  in  statutory  actions.' 
The  failure  of  a  complaint,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  com- 
mon property,  to  state  with  sufficient  particularity  the  facts 
showing  the  character  of  the  property',  is  a  defect  of  form 
which  must  be  objected  to  by  demurrer.^  In  an  action  for 
divorce  for  extreme  cruelty,  where  nothing  is  said  in  the  plead- 
ing about  the  disposition  of  the  common  property,  it  is  error  to 
award  it  all  to  one  of  the  parties.'  Where  a  divorce  is  granted 
on  the  ground  of  extreme  cruelty,  or  adultery,  the  guilty  i)arty 
is  entitled  to  receive  only  so  much  of  the  community  property 
as  the  court  may  deem  just  under  the  facts  of  the  case;  and  the 
discretion  of  the  court  in  dividing  the  property  is  subject  to 
revision  on  appeal.'  The  inference  to  be  derived  from  sections 
146  and  147  of  the  California  civil  code  is,  that  if  a  divorce  is 
granted  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  or  extreme  cruelty,  the  in- 
jured party  is  entitled  to  more  than  half  of  the  common  prop- 
erty." If  the  decree  does  not  make  any  disposition  of  the 
common  property,  and  no  such  question  is  presented  by  the 
pleadings,  it  will  not  conclude  the  parties,  or  either  of  them, 

» Edwards  v.  Edwards,  30  Ala.  304.  '  Gimmy  v.  Doane,  22  Cal.  035. 

'Ruby  V.  Ruby,  29  In<1.  174.  ®JIowe  v.  Howe,  4  Kev.  469;  see 

•  Shaw  V.  Shaw,  9  Mich.  164.  Cal.  Civil  Cmle,  bgc.  146. 

•  Kashaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  312.  *  Eslinger  v.  Eslinger,  47  Cal.  02; 
^  Id.  see  also  CaL  Civil  Code,  sec.  148. 

•  Gimmy  v.  Doano,  22  Cal.  635.  ^^^  Id. 
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ia  respect  of  their  claims  to  sacb  property.^  Any  other  court 
than  the  one  rendering  the  decree  of  divorce,  if  otherwise  com- 
petent, has  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  disposition  of  the  com- 
muiiihy  property  under  the  statute.*  "Where  the  decree  directs 
that  there  shall  be  a  division  in  definite  proportions  of  the 
community  property,  the  parties  become,  from  the  time  the 
judpfment  is  rendered,  tenants  in  common,  eo  nomine,  in  the 
laud  theretofore  held  by  them  in  community.' 

§  26G4.  Condonation  and  Connivance. — Condonation  is  a 
conditional  forgiveness,  and  a  repetition  revives  the  condoned 
injury.*  And  former  injuries  will  be  revived  by  misconduct  of 
a  slighter  nature  than  such  as  to  constitute  an  original  ground 
for  a  divorce.*  Condonation  of  acts  of  actual  violence,  blows, 
etc.,  may  be  forfeited  or  set  aside  by  subsequent  words  of  abuse, 
so  that  the  wife  may  sue  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  the 
blows,  although  she  could  not  obtain  one  for  the  verbal  abuse.' 
Connivance  destroys  all  claim  to  remedy  by  way  of  divorce.^ 

§  2G65.  Consent. — The  court  will  not  proceed  on  the  ground 
of  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
contract.' 

§  2G6G.  Custody  of  Child. — A  wife  suing  for  a  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  extreme  cruelty  is  entitled  to  the  custody'  of  their 
female  child  of  tender  years.'  There  is  no  error  in  requiring 
the  husband  ip  maintain  a  minor  child  committed  to  the 
mother's  custody,  after  a  decree  of  divorce  obtained  on  ac- 
count of  his  misconduct. *® 

§  26G7.  Default. — A  divorce  will  not  be  granted  upon  the 
default  of  the  defendant  without  proof  of  the  facts  charged." 
Under  section  135  of  the  New  York  code  fixing  a  time  wherein 
a  defendant,  **  except  in  an  action  for  divorce,"  may  be  allowed 
to  come  in  and  defend,  where  service  of  summons  was  by  pub- 
lication, it  was  held  that  the  courts  were  not  deprived  of  'the 
power  to  open  a  default  in  a  divorce  case,  where  the  summons 
was  so  served." 


'De  Godey  v.  De  Godey,  39  Id. 
157. 
''Id. 
•McLeran  v.  Benton,  31  Id.  29. 

♦  Burr  V.  Burr,  10  Paige  Cli.  29. 
*Burr   V.  Burr,   10   Paige  Ch.  20; 

see  also  Whispell  v.  Wbispell,  4  Barb. 
217. 

<5Farnham  v.  Farnham,  73  111.  497. 
See  on  this  subject  Cal.  Civil  Code, 
sees.  Ill,  123. 

•  Myers  V.  Myers,  41  Barb.  114; 
Cal.  CivU  Code,  sees.  HI,  112. 


"Williamson  V.  Williamson,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  488;  see  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  130. 

•  Price  V.  Price,  55  N.  Y.  656;  Wand 
V.  Wand,  14  Cal.  612;  see  Cal.  Civ. 
Code,  sec.  138. 

*"  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  35  111. 
109;  SCO  also  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  139. 

»'  Ciil.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  130. 

^^  BroAvn  v.  Brown,  58  N.  Y.  609. 
Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  sec.  473,  makes 
no  exception  as  to  the  power  of  the 
c<5urt  to  open  a  dt-fault  where  the 
summons  was  not  pcraonally  served. 
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§  26G8.  Divorce  Granted  in  Another  State,  vrhen  In- 
valid.— A  divorce  granted  in  Indiana,  where  neither  of  the 
parties,  in  fact,  resides  at  the  time,  and  where  there  has  been  no 
personal  service  or  process  within  that  state  upon  the  defend- 
ant, nor  authorized  appearance  for  her,  is  invalid  in  New  York, 
although  the  Indiana  record  recites  the  residence  of  the  plaint- 
iff in  good  faith  within  that  state  for  one  year,  and  shows  au 
appearance  for  the  defendant  by  one  purporting  to  be  an  attor- 
ney at  law  in  such  state. ^ 

§  2669.  Evidence— Proof.— Adultery  may  be  established 
by  circumstantial  evidence.'  Proof  of  opportunity  and  equivo- 
cal circumstances  affords  no  evidence  of  adultery  in  the  absence 
of  circumstances  tending  to  show  depravity  and  a  guilty  pur- 
pose.' The  testimony  must  convince  the  judicial  mind  affirma- 
tively, that  actual  adultery  was  committed;  since  nothing  short 
of  the  carnal  act  can  lay  a  foundation  for  divorce.*  But  a 
fundamental  principle  never  to  be  lost  sight  of  in  these  cases  is 
that  the  act  need  not  be  proved  in  time  and  place.^  The  cir- 
cumstances must  be  such  as  would  lead  the  guarded  discretion 
of  a  reasonable  and  just  man  to  the  conclusion.'  The  confes- 
sions or  admissions  of  the  defendant  can  be  given  in  evidence.^ 
No  divorce,  however,  can  be  granted  upon  the  default  of  the 
defendant,  or  upon  the  uncorroborated  statement,  admission,  or 
testimony  of  the  parties,  or  upon  any  statement  or  finding  of 
fact  made  by  a  referee,  buii  the  court  must,  in  addition  to  any 
statement  or  finding  of  the  referee,  require  proof  of  the  facta 
alleged,  and  such  proof,  if  not  taken  before  the  court,  must 
be  upon  •written  questions  and  answers." 

§  2670.  Foreign  Divorces. — As  to  the  grounds  for  granting 
a  divorce,  the  lex  fori  governs,  and  not  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  marriage  was  contracted.'  After  a  decree  of  divorce 
was  rendered  in  Kentucky  in  favor  of  the  husband,  the  wife 
brought  a  bill  for  alimony  in  Ohio;  it  was  held,  that  a  decree 

1  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41  N.  Y.  272;  Hoflf-  Ferguson  v,  Ferffuson,  3  Sandf.  307; 

man  v.  Hoffman,  46  Id.  30.  Anonymous,  17  Abb.  Pr.  48;  Inskccp 

^  Match  in  v.  Matchin,  6  Pa.  St.  332;  v.  Inskeep,  5  Iowa,  204;  consult  also 

Best  on  Kv.,  sec.  441,  and  cases  there  Bishop  on  Mar.  &  Div.,  5th  ed.,  vol. 

cited;  Evans  v.  Evans,  41   Cal.  103;  2,  sec.  612  et  seq. 
Blake  v.  Blake,  70  111.  618.  •  Evans  v.  Evans,  41  Cal.  143. 

•Id.  'Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  130.     As  to 

*  Hammerton    v.    Hawmerton,    2  evidence  of  reputation,  when  and  for 

Hag((.  Ecc.  13,  16,  19.  what  purposes  admissible,  see  Marble 

*Dailey  v.   Dailey.    Wright,   614;  v.  Marble,  36  Mich.  387;  Clement  v. 

Hammerton  v.  Hammerton,  2  Hagg.  Kimball,  98  Mass.  535. 
Ecc.  13,  16,  19.  'Standridge  v.  Standridge,  31  Ga. 

« See    Mulock  v.  Mulock,  1  Edw.  223;  Thompson  v.  State,  23  Ala.  12. 
Ch.  14;  Bay  v.  Day,  3  Green  Ch.  444; 
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for  alimony  of  a  court  of  Ohio  having  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter was  a  valid  decree,  and  enforceable  in  Kentucky.' 
A  decree  of  divorce  granted  by  the  courts  of  a  state  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  petitioning  party  as  a  citizen  of  the  state 
is  by  article  4/section  1  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States 
valid  in  all  the  states.^  By  statute  in  Bhode  Island  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  depends  upon  the  residence  of  the  peti- 
tioner.* 

§  2671.  Improper  Familiarities.— In  a  case  of  adultery, 
proof  of  improper  familiarities,  not  amounting  to  criminality, 
was  received  to  characterize  the  conduct  of  the  party  charged; 
and  such  proof  was  allowed  of  facts  which  occurred  before  the 
time  in  which  the  offense  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed/ 

§  2672.  Ix\juDetion. — In  an  action  for  divorce  brought  by  a 
wife,  an  injunction  was  allowed  upon  the  complaint  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  removing  his  property  out  of  the  'state.* 
And  where  the  husband  fraudulently  assigned  his  property, 
both  he  and  his  assignee  were  enjoined  from  disposing  of  it/ 

§  2673.  Joinder  of  Ck>unts. — Two  or  more  of  the  above 
grounds  of  divorce  may  in  California  be  united  in  the  same 
complaint,  but  they  should  be  separately  stated,  and  demand  of 
judgment  should  be  framed  accordingly.  But  it  seems  that  in 
New  York  charges  of  adultery  and  of  cruel  usage,  being  distinct 
and  independent,  and  leading  to  distinct  issues  and  decrees, 
can  not  be  united.  And  the  same  rule  is  applied  under  the 
code  of  procedure.' 

§  2674.  Jurisdiction. — ^In  an  action  for  divorce  brought  by 
the  wife,  the  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  pending 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  in  the  district  court 
of  an  adjoining  county,  of  the  same  district,  an  application  by 
the  wife  for  an  allowance  pendente  liie  and  for  the  custody  of  the 
children  of  the  marriage."  It  can  only  be  made  in  the  court 
where  the  action  is  pending.  In  actions  for  divorce  a  vinculo, 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  and  over  the  parties,  in  respect  to  all  matters  involved 
in  it,  terminates  with  the  entry  of  final  judgment  thereiu,  save 
for  the  enforcement  or  correction  of  the  judgment.* 

»  Rogers  v.  Ropjers,  15  R  Mon.  364.  •Questel  v.  Questel,  Wn'glit,  492; 

'  Ditson  V.  Ditson,  4  11. 1.  87.  see  also  De  Godey  v.  De  Goiley,  39 

»Id.  Cal.  157. 

*  Lockyer  v.  Lockyer,  1  Edw.  107.  '  Mcintosh  v.  Mcintosh,  12  How. 

*  Vcnnilyea  v.  Verinilyea,  14  How.  Pr.  289. 

Tr.  470;  Hose  v.  Rose,  11  Paige,  169;  *  Bennett  v.  Southard.  35  Cal.  OSa 
Laurie  v.  Laurie,  9  Id.  234.  ^Kamp  v.  Kanop,  59  N.  Y.  212. 
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I 

§  2G75.  Ijegltlinacy. — When  a  divorce  is  granted  for  the 
adultery  of  the  wife,  the  legitimacy  of  the  children  begotten  of 
her  before  the  commission  of  the  adultery  is  not  affected;  but 
the  legitimacy  of  the  other  children  of  the  wife  may  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court,  upon  the  evidence  in  the  case.^ 

§  2G7G.  liimitation  of  Action. — A  divorce  must  be  denied 
tinder  the  California  Civil  Code:  1.  When  the  cause  is  adultery 
and  the  action  is  not  commenced  within  two  3'ears  after  the  act 
is  committed,  or  after  its  discovery  by  the  injured  party;  2. 
When  the  cause  is  conviction  of  felony,  and  the  action  is  not 
commenced  within  two  years  after  pardon,  or  expiration  of 
seuteDce;  3.  In  all  other  cases  where  there  is  an  unreasonable 
lapse  of  time  befoi*e  the  commencement  of  the  action.' 

§  2077.  Maintenance. — Though  judgment  of  divorce  is  de- 
nied, the  court  may,  in  an  action  for  divorce,  provide  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  wife  and  her  children,  or  any  of  them,  by 
the  husband.' 

§  2078.  Marriage,  Averment  of. — The  averment  of  mar- 
riage, if  not  denied,  need  not  be  proven.*  In  suit  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  adultery,  the  marriage,  where  it  is  denied  in 
ihe  answer,  must  be  proved.  It  will  not  be  inferred  from  ma- 
trimonial cohabitation  with  the  reputation  of  being  manied.^ 

§  2079.  Marriage,  -when  Void. — Though  a  marriage  be 
ipso  facto  void,  as  where  a  party  was  insane,  yet  it  is  proper 
that  it  should  be  declared  void  by  a  judicial  tribunal.' 

§  2080.  Name  of  Adulterer. — The  name  of  the  person 
with  whom  defendant  committed  adultery  should  be  given,  if 
known,  though,  to  avoid  scandal,  it  has  been  held  the  name 
need  not  be  given  if  sufficient  certainty  can  otherwise  be  had.^ 

§  2081.  New  Trial.— The  rule  that  where  there  is  a  con- 
flict in  the  evidence  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed^  is 
applied  in  divorce  cases.' 

§  2082.  Parties. — The  wife,  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  may  make 
ft  party  of  any  one  claiming  interest  in  the  common  property.* 
In  New  Hampshire,  a  bill  Jfor  divorce  can  not  be  prosecuted  by 
a  third  person  where  libelant  dies  before  entry  of  the  bill.^' 

'  California  Civil  Code,  sec.  145.  *  Fox  v.  Fox,  25  Cal.  587. 

*  Sec.  124.     As  to  presumptions  es-  *Caae  v.  Case,  17  Cal.  698. 
tablishcd  by  lapse  of  time,  and  how  ^  1  Black.  Com.  439;    1  ColliDS  on 
tlicy  may  be  rebutted,  see  Id.,  sees.  Lun.  554;  Wiglitman  v.  Wightmau, 
1-2.5,  12G.  4  Johns.  Ch.   343;  Perry  v.  Perry,  2 

*  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  136.    See  gen-  Paige,  501. 

crallyuiton  the  subject  of  maintenance  '  Farr  v.  Farr,  34  Miss.  597. 

or  supi)ort,  bow  sccurc<l,  and  against  'Matthai  v.  Matthai,  49  Cal.  90. 

whom,  and  v»hat  property,  enforced,  'Kashaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  312. 

Id.,  sees.  130-148.  »« Kimball  v.  KimUU,  44  N,  H.  122. 
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§  2683.  Resfdenoe  of  Six  Months.— Tbe  plain  tifT  must 
aver  and  prove — though  it  is  not  denied — that  he  or  she  has 
been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  this  state  six  months  before  making 
the  ap2)lication  for  a  divorce.'  Without  such  proof,  the  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  a  divorce.'  A  man's  residence  is 
that  place  where  his  family  dwells,  or  which  he  makes  the  chief 
seat  of  his  affairs  and  interests.'  "By  section  129  California  Civil 
Code,  it  is  provided  that  in  actions  for  divorce  the  presumption 
of  law  that  the  domicile  of  the  husband  is  the  domicile  of  the 
wife  does  not  apply.  After  separation,  each  may  have  a  sepa- 
rate domicile,  depending  upon  actual  residence.  To  constitute 
a  residence,  within  the  legal  meaning  of  the  term,  there  must 
be  a  settled  fixed  abode,  an  intention  to  remain  permanently,  at 
least  for  a  time,  for  business  or  other  purposes.*  lu  New  Hamp- 
shire, an  offense  committed  when  both  parties  were  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  not  a  ground  for  divorce.* 

§  2684.  Recrimination. — The  doctrine  of  recrimination,  or 
compensatio  criminum,  is  applicable  in  suits  for  divorce,  and  the 
several  offenses  which,  by  the  statute,  constitute  grounds  for 
divorce,  are  pleadable  in  bar  to  such  suits,  the  one  to  the  other, 
within  the  principles  of  the  doctrine.'  To  be  an  absolute  bar, 
the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  such  as  to  constitute  a 
proper  basis  for  judicial  decree  against  her,  had  suit  been  in- 
stituted by  the  defendant.^ 

§  2685.  Second  Action. — A  plaintiff  may  bring  a  second 
action  for  divorce  for  subsequent  acts  of  adultery.  The  i)rac- 
tice  for  resorting  to  supplemental  complaint  is  not  compul- 
sory." 

§  2C86.  Verdict  of  Jury.— The  statute  of  divorce  which 
authorizes  a  decree  to  be  "  rendered  upon  full  and  satisfactory 
evidence,"  requires  the  evidence  to  be  satisfactory  to  the  judge 
as  well  as  the  jury;  and  where  the  verdict  was  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  it  will  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  any  statement  of  facts,  that  the 
judge  correctly  disregarded  the  verdict.  The  verdict  of  a  jury 
in  a  chancery  case  is  only  advisory  to  the  chancellor  or  to  the 
trial  court* 

^  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  28  Cal.  599.  ^  Id. ;  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  122, 12.3. 

*Id.  ^Cordier  v.  Cordier,  20  How.  Vr. 

8  Matter  of  Hnwley,  1  Daly,  531.  187. 

<FroHt   V.  Brisban,  19  \Vend.   11;  •Still  v.  Saunders,  8  Cnl.  281;  F'ee 

Matter  of  Halo,  2N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  139.  also  Goodc  v.  Smith,  13  Id.  M;  Duff 

'' Frost  V.  Frost,  17  N.  11.  231.  v.   FIsIut,   15  Id.  37C;    VVingate  v. 

•Conant  v.  Conaut,  10  Cal.  249.  Fcnis,  50  Id.  105. 
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§  2687.    On  the  Ground  of  Desertion. 

Form  Xo.  616. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complaius,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  previous  form.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  previous  form.] 

III.  That  on  or  about  tbe  year ,  tbe  said  defendant, 

disregarding  the  solemnity  of  bis  marriage  vow,  willfully  and 
without  cause  deserted  and  abcftidoned  tbe  plaintiff,  and  ever 
since  has  and  still  continues  so  to  willfully  and  without  cause 
desert  and  abandon  said  plaintiff,  and  to  live  separate  and  apart 
from  her,  without  any  sufficient  cause  or  any  reason,  and  against 

her  will,  and  without  her  consent. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  * 

§  2688.  Desertion,  What  is.— Willful  desertion  is  tbe  vol- 
untary separation  of  one  of  the  married  parties  from  tbe  other 
with  intent  to  desert.'  Persistent  refusal  to  have  matrimonial 
intercourse  as  husband  and  wife,  when  health  or  physical  con- 
dition does  not  make  such  refusal  reasonably  necessary,  or  the 
refusal  of  either  party  to  dwell  in  the  same  bouse  with  the  other 
party,  when  there  is  no  just  cause  for  such  refusal,  is  desertion." 
Where  one  of  the  parties  is  induced,  through  the  stratagem  or 
fraud  of  the  other,  to  be  absent,  and  during  such  absence  the 
other  departs  with  intent  to  desert,  it  is  desertion  by  the  latter.* 
Departure  or  absence  caused  by  cruelty  or  by  threats  of  bodily 
harm  from  which  danger  would  be  reasonably  apprehended,  is 
not  desertion  by  the  absent  party,  but  is  by  the  other.'  Sepa- 
ration by  consent,  with  or  without  the  understanding  that  one 
of  the  parties  will  apply  for  a  divorce,  is  not  desertion.^  Con- 
sent to  a  separation  is  a  revocable  act,  and  if  one  of  the  parties 
afterwards, in  good  faith,  seeks  a  reconciliation  and  restoration, 
^  but  the  other  refuses  it,  such  refusal  is  desertion.^    Desertion 

may  be  cured  within  the  statutory  period  (one  year)  by  a  return 
and  offer  in  good  faith  to  fulfill  the  marriage  contract,  and  so- 
licitation of  condonation;  and  if  the  other  refuse  such  offer  and 
condonation,  it  is  desertion  from  the  time  of  such  refusal."  Tho 
wife  must  abide  by  the  husband's  selection  of  a  home,  or  it  is 
desertion  on  her  part."    But  if  the  place  or  mode  of  living  se- 

'  Other  allegations  in  regard  to  cub-  *  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  97. 

tody  of  children,  support,  and  divis-  *  Id.,  sec.  98. 

ion  of  common  property,  accord in^;  to  •  Id.,  sec.  99. 

the  facts  of  the  case,  can  bo  added,  ^  Id.,  sec.  101. 

according  to  the  preceding  form.  ^  Id.,  sec.  102. 

a  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  95.  » Id.,  sec.  103^ 

»Id.,  sec.  96. 
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lectecl  by  the  busband  is  unreasonably  and  grossly  unfit;,  and 
tbe  wife  does  not  conform  thereto,  it  is  desertion  on  the  part  of 
the  husband  from  the  time  her  objections  are  made  known  to 
him.'  Desertion  consists  of  an  actual  cessation  of  mulrimo- 
niul  cohabitation  between  the  parties,  coupled  with  the  intent 
to  desert,  in  the  mind  of  the  offending  party.'  The  intent  is 
presumed  from  proof  of  the  fact  of  prolonged  abandonment 
without  apparent  cause.*  The  word  **  willful,"  as  used  in  the 
statute  concerning  divorces,  signifies  "  intentional,"  and  does 
not  imply  malice.^  If  the  desertion  has  continued  two  years 
(one  year),  the  offer  of  the  offending  party  to  return  and  live 
and  cohabit  with  the  other  will  not  defeat  an  action  for  divorce, 
unless  the  offer  is  accepted  and  acted  upon.^  And  a  wife's  de- 
sertion of  her  husband,  under  the  California  statute,  is  cured, 
if  she,  before  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period  required  to 
make  the  desertion  a  cause  of  divorce,  and  when  in  the  vicinity 
of  her  husband's  home,  offers  to  go  back  and  resume  the  per- 
formance of  her  marital  duties,' and  he  refuses  to  receive  her. 
Under  such  circumstances  an  actual  physical  return  is  nut  nec- 
essary. From  the  date  of  his  refusal  the  husband  is  deemed  to 
have  deserted  the  wife.'  But  where,  on  the  inability  of  a  hus- 
band to  support  his  wife,  they  separate  voluntarily,  and  she 
returns  to  her  relatives,  the  separation  is  not  a  willful  desertion 
on  his  part,  though  he  should  cease  to  correspond  with  her.^ 
To  constitute  a  ground  for  divorce,  under  the  California  stat- 
ute, willful  desertion  must  continue  one  year." 

§  2G89.    On  the  Ground  of  Conviotion  for  Felony. 

Form  No,  617, 
[Title.] 
The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  I  Allege  mai'riage  as  in  preceding  forms.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  preceding  forms.] 

III.  That  at  the term  of court ,  in 

the  county  of ,  state  of  California,  and  before  this  ac- 
tion, the  defendant  was  [duly]  convicted  of  a  felony,  to  wit,  of 

the  crime  of ,  and  [duly]  sentenced  by  the  said  court 

to  confinement  in  the  state  prison  of  said  state  for  the  term  of 
years,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  sentence  the  de- 

*  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  104;  see  Har-        •Andrews    v.    Runyon,    4    West 
denbergh  V.  Uardenbergh,  14  Cat  (>o4.     Coast  llep.  81. 

'^  Id. ;    Morrison    v.    Morrison,    20  '  IngersoU  v.  IngersoU,  49  Pa.  St. 

Cal.  431.  249;  see  also  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  99- 

3  Id.  101. 

*  Benkert  v.  Benkert,  32  Col.  407.  •  CaL  Civil  Code,  sec.  107. 
*Id, 


268  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2690. 

fendaDt  is  now  confined  in  said  state  prison  [or,  if  the  sentence 
Las  expired,  or  a  pardon  was  granted,  omit  the  words  "is  now 
confined  in  said  state  prison,"  and  add,  ''was  confined  in  said 
state  prison,"  that  the  period  of  his  sentence  therefor  termi- 
nated on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at  which  date  he  was 

discharged  therefrom  (or  was  pardoned)  ]. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2690.  Divoroe  on  Ground  of  Felony. — A  felony  is  a 
crime  which  is  punishable  with  death  or  by  imprisonment  in  the 
state  prison.^  The  action  for  divorce,  for  this  cause,  in  Cali- 
fornia, must  be  brought  within  two  years  after  a  pardon,  or  the 
termination  of  the  peiiod  of  sentence.'  In  an  action  for  a 
divorce  on  this  ground  against  one  Nathaniel  U.,  a  record  of 
the  convicti6n  of  Nathan  U.  is  admissible  in  evidence,  upon 
proof  of  identity.* 

§  2691.    On  Ground  of  Extreme  Cruelty. 

Mrm  No.  618, 
[Title.] 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  G15.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  form  No.  615.] 

III.  That  since  said  marriage,  the  defendant  has  treated  her 
in  a  cruel  and  inhuman  manner,  and  in  particular  as  follows: 

On  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the  defendant 

[here  state  the  particular  acts  of  cruelty,  specifying  date  and 
place  for  each,  and  the  nature  of  the  act). 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2692.  Extreme  Cruelty,  What  Is.— Extreme  cruelty  is 
the  infliction  of  grievous  bodily  injury  or  grievous  mental  suffer- 
ing upon  the  other  by  one  party  to  the  mariiage.^  The  question 
is  no  longer  an  open  one  whether  mental  suffering,  as  the  result 
of  willful  ill-treatment,  not  accompanied  with  violence  to  the 
person,  is  or  may  be  such  as  to  justify  a  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  extreme  cruelty.  The  only  question  is  as  to  the  extent  or 
degree  of  mental  suffering  which  must  be  borne  without  relief, 
or  that  will  justify  relief;  whether  to  be  a  ground  for  divorce 
the  mental  suffering  must  have  affected  the  body  by  injuring 
the  health,  or  be  such,  at  the  least,  as  to  seriously  endanger  the 
health.  It  would  be  difficult  to  collate  from  the  authorities,  or 
aside  from  the  authorities  to  enunciate,  any  well-defined  rule 
that  would  be  applicable  in  all  cases.  It  is  evident  that  the 
body  is  an  unreliable  indicator  of  mental  suffering.    A  peculiarly 

^Cal.  Penal  Code,  sec.  17.  *  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  94.    "Griev- 

*Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1*24.  oua — afflictive;    painful;    hard    to  be 

»  Utsler  V.  Utsler,  Wright,  627.  borne."— Webster. 
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sensitive  mind  may  exist  in  a  body  sp  vigorous  as  to  prevent 
any  material  inroad  upon  the  health  from  mental  suffering,  no 
matter  how  great;  whilst  in  other  cases,  where  the  mind  is  less 
sensitive  the  body  may  be  so  weak  as  to  yield  to  comparatively 
trifling  mental  suflfering.  If  divorces  are  granted  to  prevent  or 
relieve  suffering,  and  not  simply  to  preserve  life,  it  is  difficult 
to  assign  a  satisfactory  reason  why  bodily  suffering  should  be 
relieved,  and  not  the  mental.  Indeed,  in  the  large  majority  of 
cases  of  personal  violence,  the  wounded  pride,  the  consciousness 
of  lost  affection,  and  the  indignity  endured,  cause  keener  suffer- 
ing than  the  wounded  flesh  or  broken  limb.  The  difficulty, 
however,  lies  in  the  proof.  Where  the  mental  suffering  has 
produced  no  visible  effect  upon  the  bodily  health  or  appearance, 
the  tangible  standard  by  which  its  extent  may  be  measured, 
whether  with  accuracy  or  not,  is  wanting,  and  we  are  left  to  the 
recital  of  suffering  by  the  aggrieved  party,  and  inference  as  to 
tLe  probable  effect  of  the  aggressor's  treatment.  From  the  very 
nature  of  the  case  the  testimony  of  third  persons  to  the  mental 
sufferings  of  a  complainant  can  rarely,  if  ever,  present  to  the 
court  a  just  conception  of  it.  In  the  case  of  Matthai  v.  Matthai, 
49  Cal.  93,  the  district  judge,  in  passing  on  a  motion  for  new 
trial,  said:  "  While  upon  paper  it  may  not  appear  that  plaintiff 
bad  any  great  reason  to  complain  on  the  score  of  mental  anguish, 
yet  the  appearance  of  the  parties  in  court,  in  connection  with 
the  evidence  offered,  entirely  satisfied  my  mind  that  she  was  a 
keen  sufferer  by  reason  of  the  premeditated,  persistent,  and 
willful  system  of  persecution  and  annoyance  adopted  by  the  de- 
fendant towards  her;  *  *  *  that  his  language  to  and  treat- 
ment of  her  not  only  caused  her  mental,  but  also  physical  suffer- 
ing, and  that  to  remand  her  to  his  control  and  companionship 
would  be  virtually  consigning  her  to  a  premature  death  or  to 
insanity."  In  the  same  case  the  supreme  court  say:  ''The 
voluminous  record  sent  up  is  full  of  the  details  of  the  most  dis- 
gusting and  outrageous  conduct  of  the  defendant  toward  the 
plaintiff;  and  if  the  evidence  tending  to  show  these  is  to  be  be- 
lieved, it  would  be  a  reproach  to  the  law  should  relief  be  denied 
to  the  plaintiff."  The  effect  of  this  conduct  upon  the  plaintiff 
was  not  discussed  by  the  supreme  court. 

In  Powelson  v.  Powelson,  22  Cal.  358,  Cope,  C.  J.,  said:  "  It 
appears  that  the  defendant  was  in  the  habit  of  using  toward 
the  plaintiff  the  vilest  and  most  abusive  language,  falsely 
charging  her  with  adulterous  intercourse;  that  she  is  a  weak, 
nervous  woman,  modest  in  her  deportment,  and  amiable  in  her 
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disposition;  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  caused  her  much 
mental  suffering,  producing^  fits  of  illness,  and  threatening  per- 
manent injury  to  her  health,  rendering  a  separation  from  him 
necessary."  In  the  same  case  it  was  further  said:  "Cruelty, 
as  defined  by  Bishop,  is  such  conduct  in  one  of  the  married 
parties  as  renders  further  cohabitation  dangerous  to  the  physi- 
cal safety  of  the  other,  or  creates  in  the  other  such  reasonable 
apprehension  of  bodily  harm  as  naturally  interferes  with  the  dis- 
charge of  marital  duties.  This  definition  falls  strictly  within 
the  doctrine  of  the  cases,  and  in  Morris  v.  Morris,  14  Gal.  7G, 
we  adopted  it  as  expressing  substantially  the  meaning  of  our 
statute.  It  seems  to  be  settled  that,  in  order  to  justify  a 
divorce,  the  harm  to  be  avoided  must  be  bodily  harm,  and  not 
merely  mental,  and  some  of  the  authorities  go  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  mental  suffering,  though  affecting  the  health  and  endan- 
gering the  physical  safety,  is  not  sufficient.  The  better  opin- 
ion, however,  is  opposed  to  this  view,  and  we  think  that  any 
conduct  sufficiently  aggravated  to  produce  ill-health  or  bodily 
pain,  though  operating  primarily  upon  the  mind  only,  should 
be  regarded  as  legal  cruelty."'  The  definition  given  by  the 
civil  code,  above  cited,  has  been  since  adopted.  In  Illinois  ifc 
was  held  that,  although  abusive  language  is  not,  by  itself,  cause 
for  divorce,  yet  where  blows  are  proved,  abusive  language  may 
be  taken  into  view  as  determining  their  character  as  constituting 
cruelty,  such  as  warrants  a  divorce.*  A  gross  abuse  of  marital 
rights  by  the  husband,  resulting  in  injury  or  suffering  to  the 
wife,  maj'  constitute  extreme  cruelty  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  of  New  Jersey,  allowing  divorces  a  mensa  ei  (horo  upon 
that  ground.'  Where  there  is  no  reasonable  apprehension  of  a 
continuance  of  cruelty,  the  divorce  will  be  denied.*  As  to  cruelty 
by  violence,  the  kind  of  violence  is  not  material.  In  this  re- 
spect there  is  no  difference  between  a  blow,  a  push,  or  any 
other  force.*  For  a  husband  to  confine  his  wife;  or  to  starve 
her;  or,  having  the  means  to  procure  them,  deprive  her  of  the 
necessaries  of  life;  or  withhold  medical  assistance  in  sickness, 
while  he  is  able  to  provide  it;  the  ill-treatment  of  his  wife's 
child,  if  for  the  purpose  of  annoying  her;  desertion;  refusing 

1  See  also   Kelly  v.  Kelly,  1  West  »  English  v.  English,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 

Coast  Rep.  143,  in  which  false  accu-  579. 

sations  of  marital  infidelity  on  the  '  Id. 

part  of  the  husband,  made  by  the  ^Dysart  v.   Dysart,   1   Roberjxon, 

wife,  were  lield  extreme  cmelty.  106,  125;  Saunders  v.  iSannders,  Id. 

«  Farnham  v.  Farnham,  73  111.  497;  549,  500. 
S.  P.  Day  V.  Day,  56  N.  H.  316. 
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marital  connection,  have  all  been  held  to  be  cruelty.*  A  bill 
for  divorce  which,  in  stating  a  case  for  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  adulteiy,  avers  the  contracting  by  defendant  of  a  venereal 
disease,  will  authorize  a  decree  on  the  ground  of  extreme 
cruelty,  where  the  proof  clearly  substantiates  the  fact  so 
averred.'  In  Iowa,  the  cruel  treatment  must  be  such  as  to  en- 
danger life,  and  the  complaint  must  state  the  specific  acts  of 
inhuman  treatment."  Where  a  husband,  in  presence  of  his 
wife,  in  8[)ite  of  her  entreaties,  unmercifully  beats  her  child,  it 
is  cruel  and  iuhuman  treatment.^  But  demeanor  calculated  to « 
provoke  annoyance,  discontent,  and  disgust  is  not  sufScieut.^ 
And  divorces  are  granted  in  such  cases  to  relieve  from  appre- 
hended danger  of  bodily  harm.°  But  not  when  such  cruelty  is 
caused  by  the  misconduct  of  the  wife.^  The  acts  or  character 
of  treatment  which  will  amount  to  extreme  cruelty,  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  ground  of  divorce,  must  in  a  great  measure  de- 
pend on  the  character  of  the  respective  parties  and  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  each  case.'  Under  the  California  statute, 
adultery  or  habitual  intemperance  do  not,  in  a  legal  sense,  con- 
stitute extreme  cruelty.'  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  husband 
deserted  the  wife  for  three  months,  during  which  time  he  re- 
mained in  Europe  to  perfect  himself  in  painting.*"  The  specific 
acts  which  constitute  the  cruel  treatment  must  be  stated.** 

§  2693.  Common  Property. — Where  the  decree  of  divorce, 
for  extreme  cruelty,  in  an  action  in  which  there  was  no  aver- 
ment in  the  pleadings  as  to  the  common  property,  awarded  it 
all  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that,  in  so  far  as  it  purported  to 
make  disposition  of  or  direction  concerning  such  properly,  it 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  amendment  of 
the  pleadings  and  for  further  proceedings."  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  court,  in  granting  a  divorce,  has  authoritj'  to  direct  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  alimony,  and  the  allowance  may 
be  based  upon  his  earnings,  or  his  ability  to  earn  money. ^' 

'  See  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Di-        *  Bihin  v.  Blhia,  17  Abb.  Pr.  19. 
vorce,  utlicd.,  vol.  1,  sec.  735  ct  acq.,        ^Conklia  v.  Conklin,  17  Abb.  Pr. 

and  cases  cited.     As  to  the  amount  20,  note. 

of  cruelty,  or  the  extent  of  danger,        *  Morris  v.  Morris,  14  Cal.  76. 
sec  Barrcro  v.  Barrcre,  4  Johns.  Ch.         "^  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  14  Cai.  459. 
187;  Mason  v.   Mason,   1  Edw.  Ch.        ^  Reed  v.  Reed,  4  Nev.  395. 
278;  Richards  v.  Richards,  1  Grant        »  Haskell  v.  Haskell,  5-t  Cal.  262. 
(Fa.)  489;  Miihone  v.  Malione,  19  Cal.        »»  Smith  v.  Smith,  02  Cal.  4G6. 
62C,  028;  Gmecen  v.  Graeccn,  1  Green       *'  Anonymous,  1 1  Abbott's  Pr.  231; 

Ch,  459.  S.  C,  sub  nom.  Walton  v.  Walton, 

^'Cautjeld    v.   Canfield,    34    Mich.  32  Barb.  203. 
519;  Collctt  V.  CoUett,  1  Curt  Eeo.        ^-Howe  v.  Howe,  4  Nev.  469;  seo 

678;  Long  v.  Long,  2  Hav/ks,  189.  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  146. 

^Freerkiugv.Freerkiug,19Iowa,33.       ^^  Bishop  Mar.  and  Div.,  sec.  604. 
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§  2694.  Condonation. — An  offer  by  a  wife  to  return  to  her 
husband  and  live  with  him,  made  pursuant  to  an  order  of  court 
for  her  support,  in  lieu  of  an  allowance,  is  not  a  condonation 
of  his  previous  cruel  treatment.' 

§  2695.  Provocation  of  Violence. — A  divorce  will  not  be 
granted  on  the  ground  of  extreme  cruelty,  where  it  appears  that 
the  complaining  party  has  willfully  provoked  the  violence  or 
misconduct  complained  of,  unless  such  violence  greatly  exceeds 
the  provocation.'  Where  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  was  not 
•  free  from  fault,  but  it  was  not  of  such  a  character  as  to  excuse 
defendant's  acts  of  personal  violence,  the  court  is  authorized  to 
grant  a  divorce.' 

§  2696.  Single  Act  of  Violence. — A  mere  act  of  violence, 
where  there  is  no  apprehension  of  its  repetition,  and  which  is 
the  result  of  rashness  rather  than  malignity,  does  not  furnish  a 
ground  of  divorce  on  the  ground  of  extreme  cruelty,  because 
this  relief  is  not  granted  to  punish  the  party  guilty  of  miscon- 
duct, but  to  relieve  the  other  party  from  future  suffering  or  vio- 
lence.* 

§  2697.    Alimony  ^w^ithout  Divorce. 

Form  No,  619. 
[Title.] 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

III.  That  from  the day  of >  18. . ,  they  con- 
tinued to  live  and  cohabit  together  as  man  and  wife,  in  this 

state,  till ,  18. . ,  during  which  time  they  had  born 

uuto  them  one  child,  a  sou  (now  under  plaintiff's  care),  and  by 
their  united  exertions  acquired  property  of  the  value  of  twenty 
thousand  dollars,  which  property  consists  of  money,  stocks, 
notes,  and  other  personal  securities,  now  entirely  in  the  hands 

and  under  the  control  of  defendant;  that  in  the  month  of , 

18..,  defendant,  without  cause  or  provocation,  drove  plaintiff 
from  his  house,  and  ever  since  has  and  stiU  does  refuse  to  live 
or  cohabit  with  plaintiff,  allow  her  to  return*  to  his  house  or  to 
speak  to  him;  and  since  the  separation  as  aforesaid,  the  defend- 
ant has  supplied  her  with  seventy-seven  dollars  per  month  for 
the  maintenance  of  herself  and  child,  but  threatens  to  reduce 
or  wholly  deprive  her  of  this  allowance  at  his  pleasure;  that  she 
has  no  separate  property. 

>  Retz  V.  Retz,  19  Abb.  Pr.  90. 

*  Reed  v.  Reed,  4  Nev.  395. 

'  EidenniulkT  v.  Eidenmuller,  37  Cal.  36i. 

*  Reed  v.  Reod,  4  Nev.  395. 
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Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  permanent  alimony  in  the  sum  of 

dollars  per  month,  to  be  paid  and  secured  to'  her  for 

the  separate  maintenance  of  herself  and  child,  and  that  the 
custody  of  said  child  be  awarded  to  her.^ 

§  2698.  Alimony  virithout  Divorce. — It  was  decided  that 
a  wife,  who  without  cause  or  provocation  is  driyen  from  her 
husband's  house,  witfr  her  infant  child,  and  is  wholly  without 
the  means  of  support,  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  hus- 
band for  a  reasonable  allowance,  for  the  maintenance  of  herself 
and  child,  without  coupling  with  the  application  a  prayer  for  a 
divorce.'  "  The  doctrine  extends  through  the  entire  field  of  our 
law,  as  administered  alike  in  the  common  law,  equity,  and 
ecclesiastic  tribunals,  that  in  effect  whenever  the  wife  is  ad- 
judged entitled  to  live  separate  from  her  husband,  by  reason  of 
breaches  of  matrimonial  duty  committed  by  him,  &  concurring 
adjudication  must  be  pronounced  that  he  support  her  while  so 
living;  the  one  adjudication  being  commensurate  in  extent  with 
the  other,  and  neither  one  existing  without  the  other.''"  In 
several  states,  by  legislative  enactment,  an  allowance  for  the 
separate  maintenance  of  the  wife,  disconnected  with  proceed- 
ings for  a  decree  of  divorce,  is  authorized.^  "  We  therefore 
conceive  that  the  chancellor,  before  the  statute  and  since,  in 
cases  not  embraced  by  it,  which  have  strong  moral  claims,  had 
and  has  jurisdiction  to  decree  alimony,  leaving  the  matrimonial 
chain  untouched,  and  that  those  authorities  which  decide  in 
favor  of  such  jurisdiction  ought  to  prevail."  ^  It  is  better,  as  the 
court  says  in  the  above  case,  to  abandon  the  subterfuge  to  which 
courts  have  sometimes  resorted  in  such  cases  "  as  a  pretext  for 
jurisdiction/'  and  administer  the  appropriate  relief  without  the. 
"  pretext."  • 

§  2699.  On  the  Ground  of  Willftd  Neglect,  having  the 
AbiUty  to  Provide. 

Form  No,  620, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

III.  That  the  defendant  for  more  than  one  year  last  past  has 

^  This  was  substantially  the  form  Parcell  v.  Purcell,  4  Hen.  &  M.  507 

of  complaint  in  Galland  v.  Galland,  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Kandolph,  662 

38  Cal.  265.  Logan    v.   Logan,   2    B.   Mon.    142 

*  Galland  v.  Galland,  38  Cal.  265.  Praiher  v.    Prather,   4   Desaus.   33 

*  Id.,  and  cases  there  cited.  Khame  v.  Rhamc,  1  McCord  Ch.  197 

*  Galland  v.  Galland,  38  Cal.  265.  Glover  v.  Glover,  16  Ala.  446. 
»  See  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  sec.  136.     The  «  GaUand  v.  Galland,  38  Cal.  265. 

same  proposition    is    maintained  in 
EsTKE.  Vol.  11—18 
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willfully  neglected  to  provide  for  plaintiff  the  common  neces- 
saries of  life,  Laving  the  ability  so  to  do,  and  has  compelled 
plaintiff  to  live  upon  the  charity  of  friends,  notwithstanding  he 
is  abundantly  able  to  support  her,  and  is  worth,  as  this  plaintiff 

is  informed  and  believes,  about  the  sum  of dollars, 

and  is  in  the  constant  receipt  of  wages  sufficient  for  their  joint 
support  from  his  daily  labor,  to  wit,  about dollars  per 

month. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2700.  Willfol  Neglect— Failure  by  Reaaon  of  Idle- 
ness, etc. 

Form  No,  SSL 
[Title.] 

The  })laintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  G15.  | 

III.  That  the  defendant  for  more  than  one  year  last  past  has 
failed  to  provide  for  the  plaintiff  the  common  necessaries  of  life 
because  of  his  idleness,  profligacy,  and  dissipation. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]  ^ 

§  2701.  Wlllfiil  Neglect— Definition  of. —Willful  neglect 
is  the  neglect  of  the  husband  to  provide  for  his  wife  the  common 
necessaries  of  life,  he  having  the  ability  to  do  so;  or  it  is  the 
failure  to  do  so  by  reason  of  idleness,  profligacy,  or  dissipation.' 
Willful  neglect  must  continue  for  one  year  before  it  becomes  a 
ground  for  divorce.'  The  only  limitation  to  this  action  is  "  an 
unreasonable  lapse,  of  time  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action."  * 

§  2702.  Charge  of  Failure  to  Support. — It  must  affirma- 
tively appear  in  the  complaint  that  the  husband  was  the  owner 
of  property  sufficient  to  pl'ovide  for  the  necessaries  of  life,  lind 
neglected  so  to  do,  where  the  application  is  made  on  the  ground 
of  the  willful  neglect  of  the  husband,  for  the  statutory  period, 
to  provide  the  common  necessaries  of  life,  having  the  ability  to 
provide  the  same.^  Tbe  residence  of  the  husband  with  the  wife 
witbin  the  three  years  (now  one  year)  is  no  answer  to  the  appli- 
cation where  it  appears  they  were  not  living  together  at  the 
commeacement  of  the  suit."  If  common  necessaries  are  pro* 
vided  by  the  earnings  of  either,  there  is  no  such  willful  neg- 

*  If  the  failure  to  provide  is  attribu-  *  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  105. 

table  clearly  to  one  of  these  causes,  it  'Id.,  sec.  107. 

is  sufiicicnt  to  allese  that  one,  and  ^Id.  124. 

omit  the  othcra.    If  all  are  inserted,  ^Washburn  v.  Washburn, 9 CaL 476* 

it  must  be  iu  the  conjunctive  ^Id. 
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lect  as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute.*  The  earnings  of  both 
husband  and  wife  go  into  a  common  fund,  and  become  common 
propeiiy,  the  disposition  of  'which  belongs  to  the  husband,  and 
when  applied  by  him,  or  with  his  assent,  for  her  support,  and 
are  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  there  is  no  basis  for  a  decree.' 

§  2703 .  Allegations  of.—  A  complaint  which  merely  charges 
the  defendant  with  "  willful  neglect"  does  not  state  a  cause  of 
action,  because,  by  the  statute,  there  are  two  sets  of  facts  which 
are  included  within  the  expression  "  willful  neglect."  First:  A 
neglect  on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  provide  the  wife  with  the 
common  necessaries  of  life,  he  having  the  ability  to  do  so;  and 
second:  His  failure  to  do  so  when  he  is  unable,  provided  such 
inability  has  been  cauced  by  his  idleness,  profligacy,  or  dissipa- 
tion.' A  complaint  averring  willful  neglect,  in  that  by  reason 
of  profligacy  and  dissipation  the  defendant  has  failed  to  pro- 
vide, etc.,  will  not  support  a  finding  that  the  defendant  failed 
to  provide,  having  the  ability  to  do  so.^ 

§  27C4.    On  the  Ground  of  Habitual  Drunkenness. 

Form  No.  6iS, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  616.] 

III.  That  the  defendant,  disregarding  his  duties  as  a  husband 
towards  the  plaintiff,  has  been  guilty  of  habitual  intemperance 
for  more  than  one  year  lost  past. 

•    [Demand  ov  Judgment.]  ' 

§  2705.  Habitual  Intemperance  Defined. — Habitual  in- 
temperance is  that  degree  of  intemperance  from  the  use  of  intox- 
icating drinks  which  disqualifies  the  person  a  great  portion  of 
the  time  from  properly  attending  to  business,  or  which  would 
reasonably  inflict  a  course  of  great  mental  anguish  upon  an  in- 
nocent party. ^  Before  the  adoption  of  this  section  it  was  said: 
If  there  be  a  habit  of  drinking  to  excess,  to  such  a  degree  as  to 
disqualify  the  party  from  attending  to  his  business  during  the 
principal  portion  of  the  time  usually  devoted  to  business,  it  is 
habitual  intemperance."  One  who  has  the  habit  of  indulging  in 
intoxicating  liquors  so  firmly  fixed  that  he  becomes  intoxicated 
as  often  as  the  temptation  is  presented  by  his  being  in  the  vicinity 
where  liquors  are  sold,  is  an  habitual  drunkard  within  the  meaning 

*  Washburn  v.  Washburn,  9CaL476.         *  Devoe  v.  Devoe,  61  CaL  544. 
«Id.  *Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  106. 

*  Devoe  v.  Devoe,  51  CaL  544.  ^Mahone  v.  Mabone,  19  Cal.  026. 
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of  the  Michigan  divorce  law.^  By  the  Kentucky  revised  stat- 
utes, 390,  a  decree  of  divorce  in  favor  of  a  wife  may  be  had  for 
the  following  cause:  "Confirmed  habit  of  drunkenness  on  the 
part  of  the  husband  of  not  less  than  one  year's  duration,  accom- 
panied with  a  wasting  of  his  estate,  and  without  any  suitable 
provision  for  his  wife  aud  children;"  the  words  ''wasting  of 
his  estate,"  where  the  husband  has  no  property,  apply  to  and 
embrace  his  health,  time,  and  labor,  all  of  which,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supporting  himself  and  family,  are  essentially  his  estate.' 
A  single  act  of  drunkenness  and  indecency  of  the  wife  is  not 
such  an  indignity  as  will  render  the  condition  of  the  husband 
intolerable,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  Missouri.* 
Habitual  drunkenness,  a  series  of  annoyances,  and  extraordinary 
conduct  do  not  constitute  legal  cruelty,  but  in  addition  to  these, 
the  willful  communication  of  a  venereal  disease  to  the  wife  is 
cruelty/  An  allegation  that  the  defendant  is  "  habitually  in- 
temperate," is  sufficiently  definite,  if  accompanied  by  an  aver- 
ment that  the  intemperance  has  continued  for  the  statutorv 
period.* 
§  2706.    To  Annul  a  Marriage  on  the  Ground  of  Fraud. 

Form  No,  623, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  II.  [Allege  marriage  and  residence  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

III.  That  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  plaintiff  to  consent 
to  the  said  marriage,  the  defendant  falsely  and  fraudulently 
represented  that  she  was  chaste  and  virtuous,  and  was  physic- 
ally competent  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  and  concealed  from  the 
plaintiff  her  real  physical  condition. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  was  not  then  and  there  chaste  and 
virtuous,  and  was  not  at  the  time  physically  competent  to 
marry  the  plaintiff,  but  was  at  the  time  of  the  said  marriage  in 
a  state  of  pregnancy  by  some  other  man  than  the  plaintiff. 

y.  That  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  consent  to  the  said 
marriage  by  the  said  representations,  which  he  believed  at  the 
time  of  his  said  marriage  to  be  true,  and  that  if  the  said  repre- 
sentations had  not  been  made  to  him,  and  said  concealment 
had  not  been  practiced,  he  would  never  have  consented  to  the 
said  marriage. 

YX  That  immediately  upon  his  discovery  of  the  falsehood  of 

^  Magahay  v.  Magahay,  35  Mich.  *  Brown  v.  Brown,  L.  B.  1  P.  ft  D. 

210.  46;  Boardman  v.  Boardman,  Id.  237. 

*  McKay  v.  McKay,  18  B.  Mou.  8.  ^  Bonis  v.  Bums,  13  Fla.  369. 
*Kempf  V.  Kempt,  34  Mo.  211. 
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said  representations,  to  wit,  on  the day  of , 

18.., the  plaintiff  ceased  to  cohabit  with  the  defendant,  and 
has  never  since  cohabited  with  her. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  that  said  marriage  may  be  an- 
nulled, and  that  he  be  forever  released  and  discharged  from 
any  and  all  obligations  and  duties  arising  from  said  marriage, 
and  for  other  proper  relief. 

§  2707.  Annulment  of  Marriage— Under  the  Code  of 
California. — A  marriage  may  be  annulled  for  any  of  the  follow- 
ing causes  existing  at  the  time  of  the  marriage:  1.  That  the 
party  in  whose  behalf  ii  is  sought  to  have  the  marriage  annulled 
was  under  the  age  of  legal  consent,  and  such  marriage  was  con- 
tracted without  the  consent  of  his  or  her  parents  or  guardian, 
or  person  having  charge  of  him  or  her;  unless,  after  attaining 
the  age  of  consent,  such  party  for  any  time  freely  cohabited 
with  the  other  as  husband  or  wife;  2.  That  the  former  husband 
or  wife  of  either  party  was  living,  and  the  marriage  with  such 
former. husband  or  wife  was  then  in  force;  3.  That  either  party 
was  of  unsound  mind,  unless  such  party  after  coming  to  reason 
freely  cohabit  vnth  the  other  as  husband  or  wife;  4.  That  the 
consent  of  either  party  was  obtained  by  fraud,  unless  such  party 
afterwards,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  constituting  the 
fraud,  freely  cohabited  with  the  other  as  husband  or  wife; 
6.  That  the  consent  of  either  party  was  obtained  by  force, 
unless  such  party  afterwards  freely  cohabited  with  the  other  as 
husband  or  wife;  6.  That  either  party  was,- at  the  time  of  the 
marriage,  physically  incapable  of  entering  into  the  married 
state,  and  such  incapacity  continues  and  appears  to  be  incur- 
able/ 

§  2708.  Action,  by  Whom  Brought,  and  -when.— 1.  For 
causes  mentioned  in  subdivision  1:  By  the  party  to  the  mar- 
riage who  was  married  under  the  age  of  legal  consent,  within 
four  years  after  arriving  at  the  age  of  consent;  or  by  a  parent, 
guardian,  or  other  person  having  charge  of  such  non-aged  male 
or  female,  at  any  time  before  such  married  minor  has  arrived  at 
the  age  of  consent;  2.  For  causes  mentioned  in  subdivision  2:  By 
either  party  during  the  life  of  the  other,  or  by  such  former  hus- 
band or  wife;  3.  For  causes  mentioned  in  subdivision  3:  By  the 
party  injured,  or  relative  or  guardian  of  the  party  of  unsound 
mind,  at  any  time  before  the  death,  of  either  party;  4.  For 
causes  mentioned  in  subdivision  4:  By  the  party  injured,  within 
four  years  after  the  discovery  of  the  facts  constituting  the  fraud; 

1  California  Civil  Code.  sec.  82. 
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5.  For  causes  mentioned  in  subdivision  6:  By  the  injured  party 
within  four  years  after  the  marriage;  6.  For  causes  mentioned 
in  subdivision  6:  By  the  injured  party  within  four  years  after 
the  marriage. 

§  2709.  Children  of  Annulled  Marriage.— Where  a  mar- 
riage is  annulled  on  the  ground  that  a  former  husband  or  wife 
was  living,  or  on  the  ground  of  insanity,  children  begotten  be- 

■ 

fore  the  judgment  are  legitimate,  and  succeed  to  the  estate  of 
both  parents.' 

§  2710.  Custody  of  Children. — The  court  must  award  the 
custody  of  the  children  of  a  marriage  annulled  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  or  force  to  the  innocent  parent,  and  may  also  provide 
for  their  education  and  maintenance 'out  of  the  property  of  the 
guilty  party.* 

§  2711.  Effect  of  Judgment  of  Nullity  .—-A  judgment 
of  nullity  of  marriage  rendered  is  conclusive  only  as  against 
the  parties  to  the  action  and  those  claiming  under  them.' 

§  2712.  Place. — It  is  well  settled  that  a  marriage  wliich  is 
valid  under  the  law  of  the  place  where  celebrated  is  valid  every- 
where. It  would  follow  that  a  marriage  in  another  state,  which, 
if  solemnized  in  California,  would  be  voidable,  could  not  be 
annulled  in  the  latter  state,  unless  it  was  voidable  in  the  state 
where  it  was  solemnized  for  a  reason  recognized  by  the  Califor- 
nia code.  In  Medway  v.  Needham,  16  Mass.  157,  it  was  held, 
that  a  marriage  which  is  good  by  the  laws  of  the  country  where 
it  is  entered  into,  is  valid  in  any  other  country;  and  although 
it  should  appear  that  the  parties  went  into  another  state  to  con- 
tract such  marriage,  with  a  view  to  evade  the  laws  of  their  own 
country,  the  marriage  will  nevertheless  be  valid  in  the  country 
where  the  parties  live;  but  this  principle  will  not  extend  to 
legalize  incestuous  marriages  so  contracted.^  An  action  to  annul 
a  marriage  goes  to  the  inception  of  the  relation,  the  marriage 
itself;  while  an  action  for  divorce,  strictly  speaking,  is  for 
causes  subsequent  to  the  marriage,  and  in  relation  to  which  a 
different,  though  not  uniform  rule,  prevails. 

§  2713.  Antenuptial  Unchastity.— While  neither  party  to 
a  contract  to  marry  is  bound  by  a  promise  made  in  ignorauce  by 
the  other's  want  of  personal  chastity,  and  either  is  released 
therefrom  by  unchaste  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  other,  unless 

1  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  84.  Pick.  433;  West  Cambridge  v.  Lex- 

*  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  85.  iugtoD,  1  Id.  505;  True  v.  Kanney,  21 

»  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  86.  N.  II.  62. 

*See  also  Putnam  v.   Putnam,  8 
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both  parties  participate  therein,'  yet  antenuptial  uncliastity  is 
not,  as  a  rule,  ground  for  annulling  a  marriage.  In  an  extreme 
case,  as  where  a  man  married  a  common  prostitute  without 
knowledge  of  her  character,  there  seems  to  be  doubt.'  Cases 
where  there  was  actual  pregnancy,  by  a  stranger,  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage,  authorize  an  annulment.  In  Baker  v.  Baker,  13 
Cal.  87,  the  court  said:  ''It  can  not  be  pretended  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  defendant  was  not  a  most  material  circumstance 
to  the  consent  required  for  the  validity  of  the  contract.  Its 
concealment  operated  as  a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiff  of  the 
gravest  character.  His  contract  was  with  her  and  for  her;  it 
referred  to  no  other  person,  much  less  included  a  child  of 
.bastard  blood.  A  child  imposes  burdens  and  possesses  rights. 
It  would  necessarily  become  a  charge  upon  the  defendant,  and 
through  her  upon  the  plaintiff.  It  would  become  a  presump- 
tive heir  of  his  estate.  *  *  *  A  womau,  to  be  marriageable, 
must  at  the  time  be  able  to  bear  children  to  her  husband,  and 
a  representation  to  this  effect  is  implied  in  the  very  nature  of 
the  contract.'"  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  express  represen- 
tations on  her  part  that  she  was  chaste.^ 

§  2714.  Alimony. — ^In  an  action  by  a  man,  to  obtain  a  de- 
cree declaring  void  a  marriage,  for  the  reason  that  the  defend- 
ant at  the  time  of  such  marriage  had  a  living  husband,  the  fact 
being  admitted,  the  court  will  not  grant  the  defendant  alimony 
and  a  counsel  fee;  because  she  is  admittedly  not  the  wife  of 
plaintiff.* 

§  2715.  Frauds  Which  Invalidate.— Those  frauds  which  in- 
validate a  marriage  are  usually  such  as  negative  any  consent  to  be 
married  at  all,  and  are  commonly  duress,  surprise,  or  stratagem  in 
procuring  the  marriage,  and  the  fraud  must  be  nearly  if  not 
actually  coincident  with  the  marriage. °  So  of  a  marriage  pro- 
cured by  abduction,  terror,  or  fraud ;^  or  by  fraud  and  force." 
Where  the  husband  had,  before  marriage  to  his  present  wife, 
represented  to  her  that  his  former  wife  was  dead,  when  in  fact 
she  was  living,  he  having  been  divorced  from  her,  these  repre- 
sentations, even  if  fraudulent,  are  not  fraud  in  a  material  mat- 
ter or  thing,  within  the  legitimate  purposes  of  marriage.' 

*  Cal.  Civil  Code,  see.  62.  *  Donovan  v.  Donovan,  9  Allen,  140. 

•See    Bishop  on  Mar.   and  Div.,  *  Apploton  v.  Warner, 51  liarb.  270. 

vol.  1,  sec.  179  et  seq.  ^Ijcavitt  v.  Leavitt^  13  Mich.  452, 

'  See  also  Leavitt  v.   Leavitt,   13  ^  Fcrlat  v.  Gojon,  Hopk.  478. 

Mich.  452,  458;  and  Dawson  v.  I)aw<  ^  Sloan  v.  Kane,  10  now.  Pr.  66. 

Bon,  18  Id.  335.  *  Clarke  v.  Clarke,  11  Abb.  Pr.  228. 
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§  2716.    To  Annul  Marriage  on  the  Ground  of  Nonage. 

Form  No,  6S4, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complcdna,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  II.  [As  in  form  No.  615.] 

III.  That  at  the  time  of  her  said  marriage  she  was  residing 

with  her  parents,  A.  B.  and  D.  B.,  at ;  that  at  the  time 

of  her  said  marriage  she  was  under  the  age  of  fifteen  years,  to 
wit,  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years  and  one  month,  and  that  she 

arrived  at  the  age  of  fifteen  years  on  the day  of , 

18 . .  And  she  avers  that  her  said  marriage  was  contracted  and 
consummated  without  the  consent  [and  against  the  will]  of  her 
said  parents,  and  that  she  has  not  since  she  obtained  the  age  of 
fifteen  years  cohabited  with  the  said  defendant. 

[Dehand  of  Judgment  Annulling,  etc.1 

§  2717.    Same— By  Parent. 

Form  No.  6^. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  A.  B.  is  the  daughter  of  this  plaintiff;  that  she  is  a 
minor  under  the  age  of  fifteen  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of 
,  and  has  always,  until  the  time  of  her  marriage  here- 
inafter stated,  resided  with,  and  been  under  the  care,  custody, 
and  control  of  this  plaintiff. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . »  at , 

she,  the  said  A.  B.,  intermarried  with  the  defendant,  D.  B. 

m.  That  the  parents  of  the  said  A.  B.  did  not,  nor  did  either 

of  them,  consent  to  her  said  marriage  to  the  defendant. 

[Demand  of  Jupgment  Annulling,  etc.] 

§  2718.  IMUnors — Age  of  Ck>nsent. — Any  unmarried  male 
of  the  age  of  eighteen  years  or  upwards,  and  any  unmarried 
female  of  the  age  of  fifteen  years  and  upwards,  and  not  other- 
wise disqualified,  are  capable  of  consenting  to  and  consummat- 
ing marriage.^  Consent  to  and  subsequent  consummation  of 
marriage  may  be  manifested  in  any  form,  and  may  be  proved 
under  the  same  general  rules  of  evidence  as  facts  in  other  cases.' 

§  2719.    Former  Husband  or  Wife  living. 

Form  No,  626, 
[Titlk] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  she  is  now,  and  for  more  than last  past  has 

been,  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  state  of  California,  and  now 
resides  at ,  in  said  state. 

'  California  Civil  Code,  sec.  50.  '  Id.,  aec.  57. 
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n.  That  on  the   day  of    ,  IB. .,  she  was 

married  to  the  defendant  at ,  in  said  state. 

m.  That  at  the  time  of  said  marriage  the  said  defendant  had 

a  former  wife  living,  and  that  the  defendant's  marriage  with 

said  former  wife  was  then,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  plaiutifif 's  said 

marriage  to  the  defendant,  in  force,  and  undissolved  by  decree 

of  divorce  or  otherwise. 

[Demand  op  Judgment  Annulling,  etc.] 

§  2720.  Absence  of  Former  Husband. — Where,  after  a 
husband  has  been  absent  five  years,  and  not  heard  from,  and 
the  wife  in  good  faith,  supposing  him  dead,  marries  another, 
the  marriage  is  voidable  only,  and  can  not  be  adjudged  void  at 
the  instance  of  a  third  party. ^ 

§  2721.    On  the  Ground  of  Lunacy. 

Form  No,  €27. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

n.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

m.  That  at  the  time  of  such  marriage  he  [she]  was  a  lunatic, 
and  incapable  of  contracting  a  marriage,  and  has  been  ever 
since  [or  state  the  duration]. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  is  now  perfectly  recovered  of  his  [her] 
lunacy  aforesaid,  and  restored  to  his  [her]  right  mind,  memory, 
and  understanding,  and  has  been  for  about  ...!..  mouths  last 
past,  and  that  since  his  [tier]  restoration  to  a  sound  state  of  mind 
as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  has  not  cohabited  with  the  said  defend- 

^     *  [Demand  of  Judgment.] 

§  2722.  Return  to  Reason.— Where  a  person,  insane  at 
the  time  of  her  marriage,  after  return  to  reason  "refused  to  rat- 
ify or  consummate^  it,  and  filed  her  bill  to  annul  it,  the  court 
decreed  the  marriage  null  and  void.* 

§  2723.    On  the  Ground  of  Physioal  Incapacity. 

Form  No.  628, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  marriage  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

II.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  61^.] 

III.  That  immediately  after  said  marriage  took  place,  the 
plaintiff  discovered  that  the  said  defendant  A.  B. ,  at  the  time 
of  her  [his]  marriage  with  \he  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  was  physic- 
ally incapable  of  entering  into  the  marriage  state;  that  the  [etc., 
stating  the  cause  of  such  incapacity]. 

1  Crosbey  t.  McKinney,  30  Barb.  47;  Bee  Griffin  v.  Banks,  24  How  Pr.  213. 
'  Wightman  v.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  343. 
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IV.  That  the  physical  incapacity  of  the  said  A.  B.,  arising 
from  her  [his]  diseased  condition,  as  aforesaid,  'was  well  known 
to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  her  [his]  intermarriage  with  the 
plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  but  was  wholly  unknown  to  the  plaintiff. 

y.  That  the  plaintiff  has  been  informed  and  believes  that  the 
said  physical  incapacity  of  the  said  A.  B.  still  exists,  and  is  in- 
curable, and  so  charges  the  fact  to  be. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  that  the  marriage 
between  him  [her]  and  the  said  defendant  may  be  dissolved  and 
annulled,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided. 

§  2724.  Impotence — ^Medical  Examination. — To  author- 
ize a  sentence  of  nullity  on  the  ground  of  impotence,  the  exist- 
ence of  incapacity  at  the  time  of  marriage,  its  continuance,  and 
that  it  is  incurable,  must  be  shown.'  The  court  has  power  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  submit  to  a  medical  examination, 
though  the  statute  makes  no  provision  for  it.'  Whether  in  such 
case  the  court  has  power  to  compel  the  defendant  to  answer 
interrogatories  on  oath,  qucere' 

§  2725.    To  Declare  Marriage  Void. 

Form  No.  629, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  residence  as  in  form  No.  615.] 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  San  Fran- 
cisco, in  this  state,  a  marriage  between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant was  duly  solemnized  by  A.  B.,  who  was  then  and  there  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  duly  authorized  by  the  laws  of  this  state  to 
solemnize  marriages,  and  the  certificate  of  such  solemnization 
has  been  duly  recorded  as  required  by  law. 

III.  That  plaintiff  is  a  white  person  and  toe  said  defendant  is 
a  mulatto  [or  allege  any  cause  which,  under  .the  statute,  makes 
the  marriage  void]. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  that  said  marriage  may  be,  by  the 
decree  of  this  court,  declared  to  be  void  for  the  reason  aforesaid, 
and  for  other  proper  relief.* 

^  1  Chit.  M.  J.  375;  L»w  of  H.  ft  ^  Though  a  marriage  be  void  ah 
W.  IG;  Brown  v.  Brown,   1   Hagg.    tnt^io,  as  for  insanity,  lineal  consan- 


comb,  25  N.  H.  2G7;  Keith  v.  Keith,  "Either  party  to  an  incestuous  or 

Wnght,  ol8;  but  see  Burtis  v.  Burtis,  void  mamajge  may  proceed  by  action 

Hopk.  557.  in  the  district  court  to  liavo  the  same 

^  Le  Barron  v.  Le  Barron,  SdVt.  365.  so  deckred: "  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  Sa 

•Id. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

FRAUD. 

§  2726.  For  Rescission  of  Ck>ntraot,  on  the  Ground  of 
Fraud. 

Form  No,  630. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff  was  the 

owner  of  a  farm  situated  in  the  town  of ,  county  of 

[describing  it], 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  then  was  and  ever  since  has  been  old, 
infirm,  and  blind,  and  wholly  incapacitated  from  attending  to 
business,  and  the  defendants  on  that  day,  fraudulently  taking 
advantage  of  the  plaintiff's  said  incapacity,  procured  him  to 
sign  a  certain  writing,  without  paying  him  any  consideration 
therefor,  and  which  writing  they  falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented to  be  a  mere  matter  of  form. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  plaintiff  de- 
manded possession  of  said  wnting  of  the  defendants,  or  in- 
formation as  to  the  contents  thereof,  but  the  defendants  refused 
to  surrender  the  same,  or  to  give  him  any  information  concern- 
ing the  same. 

lY.  That  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes  that  the  said 
writing  is  under  seal,  and  is  a  deed  of  said  premises,  and  con- 
veys the  same  or  some  interest  therein  to  the  defendants;  and 
they  intend  to  use  the  same  for  their  own  benefit,  and  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  plaintiff. 

Wherefore  th6  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  said  writing  is  void. 

2.  That  the  defendants  produce  the  said  writing,  and  deliver 
it  up  to  be  canceled. 

3.  For  costs  of  this  action.^ 

§  2727.  Act  of  Agent.— Fraud  committed  through  an  agent 
is  well  stated  in  pleading  as  that  of  the  principal.  If  this  were 
otherwise,  and  it  appeared  at  the  trial  .to  be  that  of  an  agent 
without  any  participation  of  his  principal,  the  variance  is  the 
subject  of  amendment,  and  will  be  disregarded  upon  appeal.' 
Equity  will  relieve,  where  falsehood  or  fraud  is  practiced, 
whether  it  be  by  the  principal  or  the  agent.'    Even  when  the 

*  This  form  b  in  substance  from  '  Mason  v.  Crosby,  1  Woodb.  &  M. 
Abbott's  Forms.  342;  Smith  y.  Babcock,  2  Id.    240, 

'Bennett  v.  Judson.  21  N.  Y.  238.    293. 
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false  representations  are  made  to  a  third  person,  and  by  him 
communicated  to  the  purchaser,  it  is  deemed  as  if  made  by  the 
seller.^  In  case  of  fraudulent  representations  by  a  stranger, 
the  relief  granted  must  be  on  the  ground  of  mistake.'  It  is 
a  fraud  for  an  agent  to  avail  himself  of  his  coufiidental  relations 
to  create  an  interest  adverse  to  that  of  his  principal  in  the  trans- 
action, and  that  fraud  creates  a  trust  even  when  the  agency 
must  be  proved  only  by  parol.'  In  alleging  fraud  committed 
by  an  agent,  it  is  the  better  practice  to  state  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  acted  by  an  agent.^ 

§  2728.  Act  of  Legislature— Fraud. — ^An  act  of  the  legis- 
ture  is  not  subject  to  attack  on  the  ground  of  fraud.^  Any  at- 
tempts to  deceive  persons  intrusted  with  the  high  functions  of 
legislation,  by  secret  combinations,  or  to  create  or  bring  into 
operation  undue  influences  of  any  kind,  have  all  the  injurious 
effects  of  a  direct  fraud  on  the  public'  All  persons  inter- 
ested in  the  passage  of  an  act  have  an  undoubted  right,  either 
in  person  or  by  counsel,  to  urge  their  claims  and  arguments 
before  legislative  committees,  as  well  as  in  courts  of  justice;  but 
a  hired  advocate  or  agent,  assuming  to  act  in  a  different  char- 
acter, is  practicing  deceit  on  the  legislature.^ 

§  2729.  Act  of  Attorney. — If  a  sale  of  lands  under  a  power 
of  attorney  procured  through  fraud  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent 
and  void  ab  initio,  the  fraudulent  vendee  is  not  entitled  to  a 
decree  against  the  vendor  for  restitution  of  a  part  of  the  pur- 
chase money  paid  to  the  attorney  who  was  privy  to  the  fraud." 

§  2730.  Actual  Fraud. — Actual  fraud  consists  in  any  of 
the  following  acts,  committed  by  a  party  to  the  contract,  or 
with  his  connivance,  with  intent  to  deceive  another  party  thereto, 
or  to  induce  him  to  enter  into  the  contract :  1 .  THe  suggestion,  as 
a  fact,  of  that  which  is  not  true,  by  one  who  does  not  believe  it  to 
be  true;  2.  The  positive  assertion,  in  a  manner  not  warranted  by 
the  information  of  the  person  making  it,  of  that  which  is  not  true, 
though  he  believes  it  to  be  true;  3.  The  suppression  of  that  which 
is  true,  by  one  having  knowledge  or  belief  of  the  fact;  4.  A  prom- 
ise made  without  any  intention  of  performing  it;  6.  Any  other 

'  Crocker  v.  Lewis,  .3  Sumn.  1.  *  Sherman  v.   Story,   30  Cal.  266; 

»  Fishery.  Boody,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  206.  Oroville  and  Virginia  City  Railroad 

^  Lees  V.  Nuttall,  1  Russ.  &  M.  53;  Company    v.     The    Supervisors    9f 

Carter  v.  Palmer,  11  Bligh,  397,  418;  Plumas  County,  37  Id.  354. 

Jenkins V.  Kidridge, 3 Story C.  C.  183;  ^Marshall  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio 

but  see  Bartlett  v.  Pickersgill,  1  Eden,  R.  R.  Co.,  16  How.  334. 

615;  S.  C,  1  Cox,  15;  Leman  v.  Whit-  '  See  Miles  v.  Thome,  38  Cal.  335. 

ley,  4  Russ.  423.  ®  Sanchez    v.    McMahon,   35  CaL 

*  See  also  2  Chit.  PL  1 17;  1  Wentw.  218. 
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act  fitted  to  deceive.^  Actual  fraud  is  always  a  question  of  fact.* 
Where  a  bill  charges  actual  and  intentional  fraud,  and  prays 
for  relief  on  that  ground,  the  complainant  can  not,  under  the 
prayer  for  general  relief,  rely  on  circumstances  which  may 
amount  to  a  case  for  relief,  under  a  distinct  head  of  equity, 
although  those  circumstances  substantially  appear  in  the  bill, 
but  are  charged  in  aid  of  the  charge  of  actual  fraud.'  This 
rule  is  applied  to  a  purchase  from  a  widow  by  her  stepson.  If 
a  bill  charges  fraud  as  the  ground  of  relief,  fraud  must  be 
proved.  The  proof  of  other  facts,  though  such  as  would  be 
sufficient,  under  some  circumstances,  to  constitute  a  claim  for 
relief  under  another  head  of  equity,  will  not  prevent  the  bill 
from  being  dismissed.^  An  agent  can  never  have  authority, 
either  actual  or  ostensible,  to  do  an  act  which  is,  and  is  known 
or  suspected  by  the  person  with  whom  he  deals,  to  be  a  fraud 
upon  the  principal.'  An  apparent  consent  (to  a  contract)  is 
not  real  or  free  when  obtained  through  duress,  menace,  fraud, 
undue  influence,  or  mistake.'  Consent  is  deemed  to  have  been 
obtained  through  one  of  the  causes  mentioned  in  the  last  sec- 
tion, only  when  it  would  not  have  been  given  had  such  cause 
not  existed.^ 

§  2731.    Assigmnent. — A  cause  of  action  for  damages  for^ 
procuring  a  sale  of  goods  by  false  representations  is  assignable; 
and  the  assignee  may  sue  thereon  without  joining  the  assignor.^ 

§  2732.  Belief— Means  of  Kno^rledge. — In  an  action  for 
fraudulent  misrepresentations,  if  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
had  information  and  knowledge  of  facts  which,  in  the  exercise 
of  common  sense  and  ordinary  prudence,  were  sufficient  to  put 
him  on  inquiry  and  lead  him  to  a  knowledge  of  the  truth,  he  will 
be  liable  the  same  as  if  he  had  actual  knowledge.  In  such  case 
he  had  not  an  honest  belief  in  the  truth  of  the  false  statement.* 

§  2733.  By  Bidding. — The  employment  of  any  person  by  a 
seller  to  bid  at  a  sale  by  auction,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
buyer,  without  an  intention  on  the  part  of  such  bidder  to  buy, 
and  on  the  part  of  such  seller  to  enforce  his  bid,  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  buyer,  which  entitles  him  to  rescind  his  purchase. ^° 

» California  Civil  Code,  sec.  1572.        N.  S.,  3.31;  Allen  v.  Brown,  61  Barb. 

*  Id.,  sec.  1574.  86. 

'  Eyre  v.  Potter,  15  How.  42.  •  Morehouse  v.  Yeager,  41  N.  Y. 

*Fi8lier  v.  Boody,  1  Curtis  C.  C.  Superior  Ct.    135.      As  to  duty   of 

206.  buyer  to  make  inquiry  if  he  suspects 

^  Cal.  Ciyil  Code,  sec.  2306.  the  truth  of  the  seller's  representa- 

*  Id.,  sec.  1567.  tions,  see  Burr  v.  Willson,  22  Minn. 
Hd.,  sea  1568.  206. 

"Johnson  v.  Bennett,  5  Abb.  Pr.,       ^^Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1797. 
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§  2734.  Consideration. — Mere  inadequacy  of  consideration, 
unless  extremely  gross,  does  not  per  ae  prove  fraud  or  mistak^.^ 
The  inserting  in  the  deed  of  a  consideration  less  than  the  true 
consideration  is  not  of  itself  a  fraud  if  a  fair  amount  was  paid.' 
But  an  entire  failure  of  consideration  is  often  sufficient  to 
rescind  a  contract,  in  equity,  although  mere  inadequacy  of  con- 
sideration is  not.'  Where  a  purchaser  does  not  receive  the  title 
which  the  deed  purports  to  convey,  and  he  goes  into  and  retains 
possession  under  the  deed,  and  the  failure  of  title  goes  to  the 
entire  consideratio^i  paid,  the  remedy  is  by  a  rescission  of  the 
contract,  alleging  a  paramount  title  in  another,  and  offering  to 
redeliver  possession  and  account  for  the  rents  and  profits.^  A 
creditor  who  attacks  a  sale  on  the  ground  of  fraud  as  to  him, 
admits  the  validity  of  the  sale  between  the  parties  thereto,  but 
seeks  the  benefit  of  the  statute  as  to  himself,  and  must  show 
fraud.* 

§  2735.  Contract  of  Agent. — ^An  action  ex  contractu  does 
not  lie  against  one  who  fraudulently  represents  himself  as  the 
agent  of  another,  and  makes  a  contract  in  his  name.  The  rem- 
edy is  an  action  for  deceit.' 

§  2736.  Contract  of  Sale.— A  party  who  sues  to  rescind  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  must 
in  his  bill  offer  to  return  the  land  purchased/ 

§  2737.  Contract  to  Exempt  firom  liability.— All  con- 
tracts which  have  for  their  object,  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
exempt  any  one  from  responsibility  for  his  own  fraud,  or  willful 
injury  to  the  person  or  property  of  another,  or  violation  of  law, 
whether  willful  or  negligent,  are  against  the  policy  of  the 
law.' 

§  2738.  Contract  not  in  Writing  through  Fraud.— Where 
a  contract,  which  is  required  by  law  to  be  in  writing,  is  pre- 
yented  from  being  put  into  writing  by  the  fraud  of  a  party 
thereto,  any  other  party  who  is  by  such  fraud  led  to  believe 
that  it  is  in  writing,  and  acts  upon  such  belief  to  his  prejudice, 
may  enforce  it  against  the  fraudulent  party.' 

§  2739.    Constructive  Fraud. — Constructive  fraud  consists : 

lEyrc V.Potter,  15 How. 42;  Wright  Griffith"  v.  Stratley,  1  Cox,  383;  Low 

V.  Stanard,  2  Brock.  Marsh.  311;  this  v.  Burchartl,  8  Ves.  133;  Warner  v. 

subject  considered  in  Vint  v.  King,  2  Daniels,  1  Woodb.  &  &I.  90. 
Am.  Law.  Reg.  712.  *  Walker  v.  Sedgwick,  8  Cal.  398* 

"  Ex  parte  Kuowlea,  2  Cranch  C.  C.        *  Thornton  v.  Hook,  36  Cal.  223. 
576.  •  Noyes  v.  Loring,  55  Me.  408. 

•  Bolton  V,  Williams,  2  Ves.  155;  1        '  Murphy  v.  McVicker,  4  McLean, 

Met.   180;   1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  244;    1  252. 

Knapp  P.  C.  73;   Gurtside  v.  Isher-        ^California  Civil  Code,  sec.  1668. 
wood.  1  Brown  Ch.   Ct.   App.  558;        'California  Civil  Code,  sec.  1623. 
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1.  Iq  any  breach  of  duty  T?bich,  witboui  an  actually  fraudulent 
intent,  gains  an  advantage  to  tbe  person  in  fault,  or  any  one 
claiming  under  bim,  by  misleading  another  to  bis  prejudice,  or 
to  tbe  prejudice  of  any  one  claiming  under  bim;  or  2.  In  any 
Buch  act  or  omission  as  tbe  law  specially  declares  to  be  fraudu- 
lent, without  respect  to  actual  fraud.' 

§  2740.  Conveyance  by  Corporation. — If  the  persons  in- 
terested in  one  corporation  form  a  new  one,  which  chooses  for 
its  officers  the  officers  of  tbe  old  corporation,  and  tbe  persons 
owning  the  stock  in  the  old  corporation  rjeceive  in  exchange 
therefor  stock  of  the  new,  and  the  trustees  tbeu  cause  tbe  prop- 
erty of  tbe  old  corporation  to  be  convej'ed  to  tbe  new,  the  con- 
veyance is  a  fraud  upon  tbe  creditors  of  tbe  old  corporation.' 

§  2741.  Damages — Hxemplary. — A  recovery  can  not  be 
bad  for  a  false  representation  without  proof  of  damage.'  Ex- 
emplary damages  may  be  given  in  an  action  for  tbe  breach  of 
an  obligation  not  arising  from  contract,  where  tbe  defendant 
has  been  guilty  of  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice,  actual  or  pre- 
sumed.* 

§  2742.  Debts  Fraudulently  Contracted. — In  case  of  a 
debt  fraudulently  contracted  by  a  partnership  firm  by  one 
member  alone,  made  with  innocent  third  parties,  while  all  the 
members  will  be  bound  in  an  action  brougbt  oh  tbe  contract, 
or  to  recover  the  property  so  fraudulently  obtained,  yet  the 
liability  to  an  action  for  tbe  fraud,  which  is  essentially  differ- 
ent, and  involves  moral  turpitude,  is  limited  to  the  partner 
committing  the  same,  unless  the  others  assented  to  the  fraud  or 
ratified  it,  or  retained  its  fruits  with  knowledge  of  the  fraud.^ 

§  2743.  Deceit^  how  Alleged. — In  alleging  deceit,  the 
averment  that  tbe  defendant  falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented, etc.,  is  sufficient,  as  an  allegation  of  his  knowledge,  that 
his  representations  were  false.  But  if  this  were  not  tbe  case, 
an  objection  to  a  pleading  for  such  defect,  if  not  taken  at  the 
trial,  cai;L  not  be  raised  on  appeal  from  the  judgment.^ 

§  2744.  Deed  Deposited  with  Third  Person.— Where  a 
bill  in  equity  is  filed  to  cancel  a  deed  which  avers  tbat  tbo 
grantor  deposited  the  same  with  a  third  person,  to  be  by  bim 
delivered  to  tbe  grantee  upon  the  order  of  tbe  grantor  or  his 
agent,  and  that  before  tbe  bgent  gave  the  order  the  grantor  di- 

^California  Civil  Code,  sec.  1573.  Marshall  v.   Buchanan,  35  Id.  264* 

'  San  Francisco  &  Northern  Pacific  Freeman  v.  Venner,  120  Mass.  424. 

Railroad  Company  v.  Bee,    48  Cal.        *  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3294. 

398.  *  Stewart  v.  T^vy,  30  Cal.  159. 

•Morrison  v.   Lods,   39  Cal.  381;        ^Thomas  v.  Bebce,  25  N.  Y.  244. 
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reeled  the  third  person  not  to  deliver  the  deed,  but  does  not 
aver  that  the  third  person  intends  or  threatens  to  deliver  the 
deed  to  the  grantee,  or  that  he  will  disobey  the  instructions  of 
the  grantor,  the  bill  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action.^  If  a  suit  to  rescind  a  deed  is  brought  after 
a  considerable  lapse  of  time,  and  after  the  plaintiff  has  exer- 
cised the  powers  of  an  owner  over  the  property,  so  as  to  change 
its  character  or  value  materially,  the  bill  must  state  sufficient 
reasons  for  the  delay;  and  those  reasons  must  be  made  out  in 
proof.* 

§  2745.  Demand. — A  demand  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  is 
not  necessary  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  debtor  for  fraudu- 
lently purchasing  the  same.  Payment,  though  it  would  satisfy 
the  debt,  would  not  remove  the  fraud  which  is  the  gravamen  of 
the  action.' 

§  2746.  Equity —Ii\iiinction. — The  party  who  comes  into 
a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  a  sheriff  from  selling  real  estate  on 
an  execution  against  the  plaintiff's  grantor,  can  not  obtain  re- 
lief if  his  purchase  is  tainted  with  fraud.^ 

§  2747.  Evidence. — Other  acts  of  fraud  are  admissible  to 
corroborate  the  evidence  of  the  fraud  for  which  the  suit  is 
brought,  whenever  the  two  are  shown  to  have  been  parts  of  one 
scheme  or  plan.^  The  delivery  of  a  deed  in  blank,  by  which  to 
obtain  money  of  one  not  informed  of  the  fact  that  it  is  in  blank, 
affords  strong  evidence  of  fraud. ^ 

§  2748.  Facts  must  be  Alleged. — A  bill  for  relief  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  must  be  specific  in  stating  the  facts  which 
constitute  the  fraud.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  fraud  in  gen- 
eral terms.'  And  without  the  averment  of  such  facts,  the  ex- 
pressions "fraudulently,"  "deceitfully,"  "by  mistake,"  will 
not  bring  the  case  within  the  equitable  jurisdiction,  even  on  a 
demurrer  to  the  bill.^    In  imputing  fraud,  the  term  itself  need 

1  Fitch  V.  Bunch,  30  Cal.  208.  ^  Kent  v.  Snyder,  30Cal.  666;  Castle 

*  Fisher  v.  Boody,  1  Curtis  C.  0;  v.  Bader,  23  Id.  75;  Moore  v.  Greene, 

206.     For  a  complaint  to  set  aside  a  19  How.  69;  Beaubien  v.  Beaabien,  23 

deed  of  a  minor,  on  his  coming  of  age,  Id.   190;  Parley's  Park  S.  M.  Co.  v. 

see  Voorbies  v.  Voorhies,  24  Barb.  150.  Kerr,  2  West  Coast  Rep.  432;  Rasmus- 

»  Stewart  v.  Levy,  36  Cal.  159.  sen  v.  McKnight,  3  Id.  670;  Ookeudon 

*S.  F.  &  N.  P.  li.  R.  Co.  v.  Bee,  v.   Barnes,  43  Iowa,  615;    Hale  v. 

48  Cal.  398.  Walker,  31  Id.  344;  Williams  v.  First 

'>Berkey  v.  Judd,  22  Minn.  287;  S.  Presb.  Soc.,  1  Ohio  St.  478;  Leaven- 

P.  Waters' Patent  Heater  Co.  V.Smith,  worth  etc\  R.  R.  v.  Douglas  Co.»  18 

120  Mass.  444;  Eastman  v.  Premo,49  Kans.  169;  Clark  v.  Dayton,  6  Neb. 

Vt.  355.  192. 
^  Wilson  V.  South  Park  Comrs.,  70        ^  Magniac  v.  Thomson,  2  Wall.  jun. 

lU.  46.  C.  C.  209;  S.  C,  15  How.  281. 
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not  be  used,  if  the  facts  stated  amount  to  it.*  No  allegation  of 
fraud  is  necessary  in  the  complaint  in  an  action  founded  on  a 
warranty  deed.  Any  allegations  of  fraud  in  such  complaint, 
wlien  not  essential,  may  he  disregarded.'  In  case  of  a  warranty, 
the  scienter  need  not  be  alleged.'  But  the  fraud  or  deceit  must 
be  substantially  alleged.*  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  set 
out  in  detail  all  the  minute  facts  in  the  case,  as  the  ultimate 
facts,  and  not  the  evidence,  should  be  pleaded.^  The  burden  of 
charging,  as  well  as  of  proving  fraud,  is  on  the  party  alleging 
it.  Mere  conclusions  will  not  avail.'  A  general  allegation  that 
the  grantee  procured  the  deed  by  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations and  practices,  and  by  undue  and  improper  influence, 
is  insufficient,  without  stating  the  nature  of  the  alleged  repre- 
sentations.' Where  upon  the  facts  the  law  adjudges  fraud,  still 
it  is  not  therefore  indispensable  that  the  complaint  should  in 
terms  allege  fraud,  and  its  omission  does  not  substantially  vary 
the  cause  of  action.^ 

§  2749.  False  Representatioxis.  —  The  essential  allega- 
tions in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  false  and  fraudulent 
representations,  are:  first,  that  they  were  false;  second,  that  de- 
fendant knew  them  to  be  false;  third,  that  he  made  them  with 
intent  to  defraud  the  plaintiff.  These  facts  should  be  clearly 
stated.'  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  a  lot 
of  land,  a  declaration  sufficiently  alleges  the  fraud  which  states 
that  the  defendant  induced  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  by  fraudu- 
lently misrepresenting,  in  the  course  of  a  conversation  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  the  land, 
"  that  there  were  three  thousand  spruce  logs  on  the  premises 
(meaning  that  there  were  spruce  trees  growing  thereon  that 
would  cut  and  make  three  thousand  spruce  logs  of  the  usual 
and  customary  size  and  quality),  which  the  plaintiff  believed, 
lind  bought  the  premises;  and  that  the  representations  were 
false,  and  known  to  be  so  by  the  defendant."  ^°  Where  a  com- 
plaint averred  a  fraudulent  agreement,  and  alleged  that  the 
representations  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  purchase  made  of  the 

*  Attorney  General  v.  Corpora-  246;  Ck)wen  v.  Toole,  31  Iowa,  513; 
tion  of  Poole,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  (18  Eng.     Singleton  v.  Scott,  11  Id.  589. 

Ch.)  17;  S.  C.  (8  L.  J.,  N.  S.) Ch.  27;  «Butler  v.  Viele,  44  Barb.  166. 

Whittlesey    v.    Delaney,   73  N.   Y.  Ud. 

671.  •  Sharp  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  40  Barb. 

«  Quintard  v.  Newton,  5  Rob.  72.  256. 

»  Holman  V.  Dord,  12  Barb.  336.  'Sharp  v.   Mayor  of    N.  Y.,    23 

*  Everston  v.  Miles,  6  Johns.  138;  How.  Pr.  389;  Addington  v.  Allen, 
Zabriskic  v.  Smith,  3  Kern.  322;  Ca-  11  Wend.  374,  reversing  S.  C,  7  Id. 
zeaux  V.  Mali,  25  Barb.  578.  9;  Wells  v.  Jewett,  11  How.  Pr.  242. 

*  Cummings  v.  Thompson,  18  Minn.  "  Whitton  v.  Goddard,  36  Vt.  730. 
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plaintiffs  on  such  representation »  were  made  in  pursuance  of 
such  fraudulent  agreement,  and  were  a  device  and  contrivance, 
the  complaint  vras  held  sufficient  after  verdict.^ 

§  2750.  Fraud,  "when  Consuzninated. — Any  material  mis- 
representation of  a  material  fact  as  to  which  one  party  places 
a  known  trust  and  confidence  in  the  other,  and  by  which  the 
confiding  party  is  actually  misled  to  his  injury,  will  induce  a 
court  of  chancery  to  set  aside  a  conveyance.'  Fraud  in  the  use 
of  a  written  instrument  is  as  much  ground  for  the  interposition 
of.  equity  as  fraud  in  its  creation.'  The  fraudulent  intent  of  a 
party  to  procure  goods  without  payment  is  consummated  when 
the  possession  of  the  goods  is  obtained  without  payment  on  de- 
livery, or  on  call,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  sale.* 

§  2751.  Fraudulent  Deed. — G.  fraudulently  obtained  a 
deed  of  D.,  conveying  land  in  Michigan,  and  had  said  deed 
recorded  in  said  state;  0.  then  granted  said  lands  to  third 
parties.  It* was  held,  that  even  under  this  fraud  courts  of  an- 
other state  could  not  undertake  to  pronounce  these  recorded 
deeds  nullities.  But  the  parties  being  before  the  court,  and 
there  being  no  attempt  to  prove  that  the  last-mentioned 
grantees  were  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  court 
could  compel  said  grantees  to  execute  to  D.  a  release  of  all 
claim  acquired  through  the  deed  from  him,  under  penalty  for 
attachment  of  contempt.  If  said  grantees  should  go  beyond 
the  jurisdiction,  the  court  should  appoint  a  special  commis- 
sioner to  make  the  conveyance  in  their  stead .^^  In  an  action  to 
set  aside  as  fraudulent  a  conveyance  (A  land,  so  much  of  the 
complaint  as  sets  out  in  detail  the  inceptive  steps  which  cul- 
minated in  the  alleged  fraudulent  conveyance  is  not  irrelevant 
or  redundant  matter.' 

§  2752.  Fraudulent  Intent. — A  fraudulent  intent  should 
be  averred  in  pleading  a  charge  of  fraud,^  and  the  facts  relied 
upon  as  constituting  the  fraud  must  be  pleaded.'  A  party  seek- 
ing relief  from  the  payment  of  purchase  money,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  must  distinctly  allege  it  in  the  bill.' 

1  Ballard   v.    Lockwood,    1    Daly,  Lean,  414;  Lathrop  v.  Stewart,  6  Id. 

158.  630. 

»  Smith  V.  Richards,  13  Pet.  26.  »  Noonan  y.  Lee,  2  Black,  409.     In 

'  Pierce  v.  Ilobiuson,  13  Cal.  116.  all  cases  arising  under  section  1*227 

*  Stewart  v.  Levy,  36  Cal.  159.  (relating  to  unlawful  trau«lVrs),  tx- 

*  Cooloy  V.  Scarlett,  38  III.  316.  ccpt  as  provided  in  section  3440 
'  Perkins  v.  Center,  35  Cal.  713.  (which  declares  that  certain  transfers 
'  See   Moss   V.    Kiddle,    5  Cranch,  arc  jircsunied  fraudulent),  the  (pica- 

351;  compare  FenM'ick  v.  Giinies,  5    tion  of   fraudulent  intent   is  one  of 

Cranch,  C.  C.  439.  fact  and  not  of  law:  Cal.  Civil  Code, 

^  See  McClintick  v.  Johnston,  1  Mc-    sec.  3242;  sec  also  Xully  v.  llarloe, 
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§  2753 .  Fjraudulent  Note.— When  a  party  has  given  a  prom- 
issory note,  and  the  payee  assigns  the  note,  without  recourse,  after 
maturity,  and  suit  is  brought  upon  the  note  by  the  assignee,  the 
maker  then  filing  his  bill  against  the  assignor  and  assignee,  alleg- 
ing fraud  in  obtaining  the  note,  and  praying  for  an  injunction 
and  that  the  note  be  canceled,  it  was  held  that  ^he  case  was  a 
proper  one  for  equitable  relief,  and  the  maker  had  the  right  to 
have  the  note  canceled,  so  as  to  prevent  future  litigation.' 

§  2754.  Fraudulent  Representations. — Where  a  complaint 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  keeper  of  a  livery  stable,  and 
as  snch  it  was  his  business  to  keep  horses  for  hire.  etc. ;  that 
be  kept  in  his  stable  two  valuable  horses  of  his  own,  etc.;  that 
the  defendant,  knowing  these  facts,  brought  to  the  plaintiff  a 
horse  which  had  the  distemper,  representing  that  the  horse  had 
recovered  and  could  not  communicate  the  disease;  that  the 
plaintiff,  being  ignorant  of  the  condition  of  the  horse,  received 
him  into  his  stable,  relying  on  the  defendant's  representations; 
that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  disease  was  then  in  the  con- 
tagious stage,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  two  horses  took  the  dis- 
ease: it  was  held  that  the  complaint  was  not  bad  for  not 
alleging  that  the  injury  occurred  without  fault  or  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  or  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  in  his 
business  receive  sick  and  diseased  horses  for  keeping.' 

§  2755.  Fraudulent  Sale.— If  a  debtor  makes  a  sale  of  hia 
personal  property  to  one  of  his  creditors,  with  the  understand- 
ing that  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  the  property  the  cred- 
itor shall  retain  enough  to  pay  his  own  debt,  and  then  pay  cer- 
tain other  creditors,  and  then  pay  the  balance  of  the  proceeds 
over  to  the  debtor,  and  this  sale  is  made  to  prevent  other  cred- 
itors from  attaching  the  property,  it  is  actual  fraud,  and  vitiates 
the  sale  as  to  other  creditors.^  If  a  complaint  avers  that  the 
defendant,  by  false  representation  as  to  the  value  of  mines, 
induced  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  the  same,  and  pay  a  sum  of 
money  therefor,  and  that  defendant  gave  plaintiff  a  deed  there- 
for, and  received  the  consideration,  and  also  claims  general 

35  Cal.  302.     A  mortgage  knowingly  payments  of  notes  given  by  a  com- 

given  for  a  sum  greater  than  is  due,  pany  never  duly  organized,  pee  Jones 

and  not  in  good  faith,  as  a  pretended  v.  Dana,. 24  Id.  395. 

security  for  future  advances,  is  frau<l-  *  Fultz  v.  Wycoff,  25  lud.  321. 

ulent  iu  law  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  '  Meuton  v.  Adams,  49  Cal.  G20.    As 

mortgagor:  Id.  to  when  the  btuajiiles  of  a  sale  can  be 

*  Domingo  v.  Getman,  9  Cal.  97.  inquired  into,  see  Quinn  v.  Smith,  Id. 

For  a  form  of  complaint  to  cancel  a  1G3.     As  to  change  of  possea^iou  and 

note  or  bill  iu  defendant's  possession,  circumstances  of  fraud,  sec  liegli  v. 

sec  Gardner  v.  Lee's  Bank,  1 1  Barb.  McClure,  47  Id.  612, 
^8.    For  a  complaint  seeking  to  avoid 
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damages  exceeding  the  consideration,  and  avers  an  offer  to  re- 
turn the  deed,  it  is  an  action,  in  common-law  parlance,  ex  delLcto, 
and  not  ex  coiiiractu,  and  the  averment  of  an  offer  to  return  the 
deed  is  not  an  offer  of  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  nor  an  offer 
to  rescind.*  If  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  claims  damages 
for  a  fraudulent  sale  of  mines  to  him,  and  avers  an  offer  to  re- 
turn the  deed  given  to  him,  an  amendment  striking  out  the 
offer  to  return  the  deed  does  not  change  the  issues  tendered  in 
the  complaint.^  Thus,  where  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  part- 
ners in  the  purchase  of  mining  claims,  and  defendant  was  the  active 
partner  and  acquainted  with  the  value  of  a  certain  claim  owned 
by  the  ffrm,  plaintiff  being  ignorant  of  its  value,  and  plaintiff  sold 
his  interest  in  this  claim  to  defendant  for  greatly  less  than  its 
value,  it  was  held  that  in  a  suit  by  plaintiff  against  defendant, 
to  set  aside  this  sale  for  fraud,  and  for  an  account,  etc.,  an 
averment  that  defendant  is  indebted  to  plaintiff  on  an  account 
in  a  sum  greater  than  that  paid  by  defendant  for  the  mining,  is 
in  effect  an  offer  to  place  defendant  in  statu  quo.^ 

§  2756.  Insufficient  Averments. — Where  the  complaint 
alleges  ''  that  by  virtue  of  the  covenants  of  said  deed,  said  B. 
M.  covenanted  and  agreed  that  she  had  title  to  said  premises, 
and  the  right  to  convey  the  same,  and  that  she  had  not  prior 
thereto  conveyed  the  same  to  any  person  except  to  said  plaintiff 
and  W.,"  and  that,  relying  solely  upon  the  said  representations 
*'  made  by  B.  M.,  that  she  was  the  owner  of  the  premises,  they 
accepted  and  received  the  deed  in  part  payment  of  a  pre-exist- 
ing debt,"  and  that  **  by  means  of  which  false  and  deceptive 
representations"  they  have  suffered  damages  in  the  sum  of, 
etc.,  it  was  held  ambiguous  and  uncertain.^ 

§  2757.  Indentures  of  Apprenticeship  may  be  annulled  for 
fraud  in  the  contract  of  indenture.^ 

§  2758.  Instruments  Made  vrith  Intent,  etc. — Every  in- 
strument, other  than  a  will,  affecting  an  estate  in  real  property, 
including  a  charge  upon  real  property,  or  upon  its  rents  aud 
profits,  made  with  intent  to  defraud  prior  or  subsequent  pur- 
chasers thereof,  or  incumbrances  thereon,  is  void  as  against 
every  purchaser  or  incumbrancer,  for  value  of  the  same  property, 
or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;*  but  is  not  void  against  a  pur- 
chaser or  incumbrancer  having  notice,  unless  the  fraud  is  mutual.^ 

*  Ahrens  t.  Adler,  33  Cal.  608.  *  Lawrence  v.  Montgomery,  37  Cal. 

»  Watta  V.  White,  13  Cal.  321.    For  *  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  276. 

complaints  to  set  aside  guardian's  sale  *  Id.,  sec.  1227. 

as   iraudulent,  sec  Clark  v.  Under-  ^Seeld*,  sec.  1228. 
wood,  17  Barb.  202. 
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§  2759.  Involuntary  Trust  Resulting  from  Fraud. — 
One  who  gains  a  thing  by  fraud,  accident,  mistake,  undue  influ- 
ence, the  violation  of  a  trust,  or  other  wrongful  act  is,  unless 
he  had  some  other  and  better  right  thereto,  an  involuntary 
trustee  of  the  thing  gained  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  who 
would  otherwise  have  had  it.^ 

§  27G0.  Jurisdiction. — Courts  of  law  and  equity  have  con- 
current jurisdiction  of  fraud  in  many  cases;  ^  to  enforce  a  bond 
canceled  by  the  obligee  in  consequence  of  fraud  practiced  by  the 
obligor.'  On  account  of  the  difficulties  in  adjusting  the  rights 
and  equities  of  the  parties  at  law,  a  court  of  law  refuses  to  open 
the  question  of  fraud,  in  the  consideration  or  in  the  transaction 
out  of  which  the  consideration  arises,  in  a  suit  upon  a  sealed 
instrument.'  Fraud  is  a  well-recognized  ground  of  equitable 
jurisdiction.^  In  both  equity  and  law,  fraud  and  injury  must 
concur  to  furnish  ground  for  judicial  action.'  Courts  of  equity 
may  direct  the  cancelment  of  a  contract  for  fraud  or  mistake , 
but  they  can  not  alter  the  contract.^ 

§  2761.  Mistake. — It  is  not  true,  as  a  legal  proposition, 
that  a  mistake  is  constructive  fraud."  An  allegation  of  actual 
fraud  is  not  sus&ined  by  proof  of  a  mistake.'  Where  in  a  uego*> 
tiation  for  the  sale  of  land  the  vendor  points  out  to  the  vendee, 
as  the  subject  of  the  proposed  sale,  land  belonging  to  another 
person,  and  the  vendee  accepts  a  deed  of  laud  belonging  to  the 
vendor,  supposing  it  to  be  the  land  so  pointed  out,  he  may  re- 
cover damages  for  the  misrepresentation,  without  proof  of  any 
fraudulent  intent. ^° 

§  2762.  Misapplication  of  Money.— All  persons  in  inter- 
est must  be  joined  in  a  suit  against  a  party  for  misapplication 
of  money  collected  by  him.'^  A  charge  of  embezzlement,  and 
praying  that  defendant  be  adjudged  guilty  of  fraud,  and  for 
judgment  and  execution  against  his  person  and  property,  is  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  a  verdict  convicting  the  defendant  of  fraud." 
The  facts  which  constitute  the  fiduciary  capacity,  its  nature  and 
extent,  should  be  stated  in  direct  and  positive  terms.  It  is 
necessary,  in  such  a  case,  to  charge  not  only  that  defendant  re- 

>  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  2224.  ^  Atkins  v.  Dick,  14  Pet.  114. 

'■'Swayze  V.    Burke,    12    Pet.    11;  •Clarke  v.  White,  12  Pet.  178. 

Rhoades  v.  Selin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  715;  '  Brooks  v.  StoUey,  3  McLean,  523. 

Seabury  V.  Field,  1  McAll.  GO;  e.  g.  ^Mercierv.  Lewis,  39  CaL  532. 

» United    States    v.   Spaulding,    2  »Id. 

Mason,  478.  ^"Bird  v.  Kleiner,  41  Wis.  134. 

<  Hartshorn  V.  Bay,   19  How.   211;  "  Harris  v.  Sclmltz,  40  Barb.   315. 

overruling    Day  v.    New  Kt\q.    Car  **  Porter  v.  liemmnu,  8  Cal.  023. 
Spring  Co. ,  3  Liv.  Law.  Mag.  44. 
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ceived  the  money  as  agent,  but  that  he  converted  it  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  as  such.  The  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendant collected  the  money  as  agent  or  attorney  in  fact  is,  in 
substance,  that  the  defendant  collected  the  money  as  agent,  or, 
if  not  as  agent,  then  as  attorney  in  fact.*  The  embezzlemeut 
by  an  officer  of  a  national  bank,  of  a  special  deposit  in  such 
bank,  is  not  made  punishable  by  any  statute  of  the  United 
States,  and  may  therefore  be  punished  under  a  state  law. 
Otherwise,  of  such  embezzlement  of  the  property  of  the  bank.' 

§  27G3.  Patent  to  Land. — Fraud  may  be  shown  at  law  in 
the  procurement  of  a  patent,  or  the  execution  of  a  deed.'  In 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  patent  for  land,  on  the  ground  tbat  it 
was  procured  by  false  suggestions,  fraudulent  concealments, 
and  by  misrepresentations,  the  acts  of  fraud  and  misrepresenta- 
tion must  be  specified  in  the  complaint.*  Where  a  party,  in 
order  to  bring  himself  within  a  class  of  legislative  grantees, 
n^ust  exhibit  his  muniments  of  title,  fraud  may  be  shown  to 
prove  that  they  have  been  dishonestly  obtained.^  When  it 
appears  that  the  relator  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that 
the  state  has  no  direct  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  he  has  a 
right  to  the  control  of  the  suit,  and  is  respon^ble  for  its  com- 
mencement, conduct,  and  costs.' 

§  2764.  Patent  to  Land^-Form  of  Complaint. — A  com- 
plaint in  the  name  of  the  people,  at  the  relation  of  an  indi- 
vidual, to  cancel  a  patent,  which  merely  avers  that  the  relator 
is  seised  and  possessed  of  the  land,  and  that  his  title  was  de- 
rived from  the  state  of  California,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
location  of  a  school  warrant,  made  under  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature;  that  said  loca- 
tion was  duly  and  properly  made,  and  in  all  respects  according 
to  the  provision  of  said  act,  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.^  A  general  averment  of  the  per- 
formance of  conditions  precedent  is  sufficient  in  actions  on  con- 
tracts, but  in  other  cases  the  facts  showing  the  performance 
must  be  alleged.^  A  complaint  in  equity,  filed  for  the  x^urpose 
of  setting  aside  a  grant,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by 
fraud,  must  state  specifically  and  definitely  the  facts  consti- 
tuting the  fraud.' 

'  Porter  v.  Hermann,  8  Cal.  632.  •  People  ex  rel.  Kondel  v.  Nor.  San 

>  State  V.  TuUer,  34  Conn.  280.  Fran.  Homestead  and  R.  R.  Asan.,  38 

'  Cooper  V.  Robert,  6  McLean,  93.  Cal.  564. 

^  SeiTiple  V.  Hagar,  27  Cal.  163;  Par-        ^  People  v.  Jackson,  24  Cal.  632. 
ley's  Park  S,  M.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  2  West        •  Id. 
Coast  Rep.  432.  •  Oakland   v.   Carpentier,   21  CaL 

*  Seabury  v.  Field,  1  McAU.  60.  642. 
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§  2765.  Pleading. — To  maintain  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  deceit  in  inducing  plaintiff  to  purchase  worthless  prop- 
erty, it  is  not  necessary  to  show  a  return,  or  offer  to  return  the 
property.  The  action  is  ex  delicto  and  not  upon  contract;  and 
an  averment  in  the  complaint  of  an  offer  to  return  may  be  dis- 
regarded.^ 

§  2766.  Relief  from  Fraud.— In  actions  for  relief  against 
fraud,  the  fraud,  and  not  the  discovery,  is  the  substantive  cause 
of  action.'  Belief  will  not  be  afforded  upon  the  ground  of 
fraud,  unless  it  be  made  a  distinct  allegation  in  the  bill,  so  that 
it  may  be  put  in  issue.'  And  allegations  of  fraud  in  a  bill, 
which  allegations  are  subsequently  withdrawn,  can  not  aid  the 
jurisdiction.^ 

§  2767.  Return  of  Purchase  Money.— When  a  plaintiff 
is  in  a  condition  to  rescind  a  contract,  he  may  recover  back  in 
assiimpisU  the  money  paid  on  it.^  Where  an  action  is  in  disaf- 
firmance of  a  contract  to  recover  back  the  price  paid,  and  it 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  complied  up  to  the  time  of  elect- 
ing to  rescind,  tender  or  offer  of  the  money  which  would  have 
been  due  on  completion  is  not  essential.^  Where  an  action  is 
in  affirmance  of  a  contract,  an  offer  of  readiness  to  pay  is  mate- 
rial.^ A  sufficient  allegation  of  return  is,  that  on,  etc.,  as  soon 
as  he  had  ascertained  that  the  said  representations  were  untrue, 

he  demanded  of  defendant  a  return  of  said dollars, 

which  the  defendant  refused  and  still  refuses. 

§  2768.  Sale  by  Wife.— While  property  after  a  sale  under 
a  foreclosure  was  subject  to  redemption,  the  wife,  by  her  quit- 
claim deed,  conveyed  all  her  interest  in  it  to  S.,  for  an  inade- 
quate consideration,  and  immediately  thereafter  S.  conveyed  it 
to  C,  who  furnished  the  money  which  was  paid  to  the  wife;  it 
was  held  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  rescind  the  contract  of  sale.' 
The  rights  of  the  wife  in  the  homestead  can  not  be  prejudiced 
by  fraudulent  acts  of  the  husband,  where  she  did  not  partici- 
pate.* 

§  2769.  Statute  of  Limitations. — A  cause  of  action  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  is  barred  after  three  years  from  the  perpetra- 
tion of  the  fraud. ^^    If  the  plaintiff  wishes  in  such  a  case  to 

'  Miller  v.  Barber,  66  N.  Y.  558.  •  Crossgrove    v.    Himmelrich,    54 

■-'  Sublette   v.  Tinney,   9  Cal.  423;  Penn.  203. 
Carpentier  v.  OakUnd,  30  Id.  444.  ^  Id. 

»  Noonan  v.  Lee,  2  Black,  499.  *  Perkins  v.  Center,  35  Cal.  713. 

*  Adams  v.  Preston,  22  How.  473.         •  Barber  v.  Babel,  36  Cal.  11. 

^Crossgrove    v.    Himmelrich,    54       ^^ Carpentier  v.    Oakland,  30   Cal- 

Penn.  203.  444. 
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bring  himself  within  the  exception  of  the  statute,  he  must  allege 
the  fact  of  a  discovery  of  a  fraud  at  a  peiiod  bringing  him 
within  the  exception.^  The  complaint  should  also  aver  that 
the  acts  constituting  the  fraud  had  been  discovered  within  three 
years;  but  if  the  replication  contains  this  averment,  and  this  issue 
is  tried  without  objection,  the  irregularity  in  the  answer  of  pre- 
senting the  issue  will  be  disregarded.'  If  plaintiff  alleges  fraud 
to  have  been  committed  more'  than  three  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  his  action,  to  bring  himself  within  the  exception 
of  the  statute,  he  must  allege  the  fact  of  a  discovery  at  a  period 
bringing  him  within  the  exception.' 

§  2770.  Time  must  be  Alleged. — There  must  be  distinct 
averments  as  to  the  time  when  the  fraud,  mistake,  conceal- 
ment, or  misrepresentation  was  discovered,  and  what  the  dis- 
covery is,  so  that  the  court  may  clearly  see  whether  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  diligence  the  discovery  might  not  have  been 
before  made.* 

§  2771.  Warranty  —  Waiver  of. — An  express  warranty 
may  be  waived  as  a  contract,  and  an  action  maintained  upon 
the  same  general  transaction  for  fraud  and  deceit.  To  do  this 
the  warranty  must  have  been  made  with  knowledge  by  the 
warrantor  that  it  was  false,  and  must  have  been  accepted  by 
the  warrantee  without  such  knowledge.^ 

§  2772.    For  Proouiing  Property  by  Frauds 

Form  No,  63U 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the 

defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  plaintiff  to  sell  him 
certain  goods,  represented  to  the  plaintifiP  that  he  was  solvent, 
and  worth dollars  over  all  his  liabilities. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  induced  to  sell  [and  deliver] 
to  the  defendant  [certain  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise]  of  the 
value  of dollars. 

III.  That  the  said  representations  were  false  [negative  each 
false  statement  specifically],  and  were  then  known  by  the  de- 
fendant to  be  so. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  has  not  paid  for  the  said  goods. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

*  Carpentier  v.   Oakland,   30  CaL  Boyd  v.  Blankman,  29  Id.  20;  Car- 

444;  sec  CaliforDia  Code  C.  P.,  aec.  pcnticr  v.  City  of  Oakland,  30  Id. 

338,  sub.  4.  444. 

'^  Boyd  V.  Blankman,  29  Cal.  20.  *  Stearns  v.  Pago,  7  How.  819. 

»  Sublette  V.   Tinney,   9  Cal.  423;  *  Larey  v.   TaEaferro,  57  Ga.  443. 
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§  2773.  Action  Lies. — ^Where  money  or  property  is  procured 
upon  credit  by  fraud,  an  action  of  debt  will  lie  before  the  term 
of  credit  baa  expired.^  And  wbere  money  is  fraudulently  ob- 
tained on  a  promissory  note,  a  suit  brougbt  to  recover  the  money 
disregarding  the  note  is  not  an  affirmance  of  the  note.^  Any 
false  representation  or  artifice  by  a  purchaser  of  goods,  if  the 
seller  is  thereby  induced  to  part  with  them,  which  otherwise  he 
would  not  have  done,  will  iuvalidate  the  sale,  whether  the  pur- 
chaser is  solvent  or  insolvent.'  A  sale  of  goods  on  credit  will 
be  avoided  where  the  buyer,  knowing  himself  insolvent,  pur- 
chases with  the  intention  of  not  paying  for  them,  although  no 
false  representations  are  made  by  him.* 

§  2774.  Essential  Averments. — The  intention  to  influence 
the  plaintiff  by  the  false  representations  should  be  alleged.^ 
The  complaint  must  show  what  the  representations  were.'  And 
the  falsity  must  be  shown  to  have  existed  at  the  time  the  repre- 
sentations were  made.'  That  he  falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented, etc.,  it  has  been  held  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  knowl- 
edge that  his  representations  were  false.*-  Where  goods  were 
sold  upon  the  false  representations  of  the  purchaser,  no  title  to 
them  passed  by  the  sale.'  But  such  false  representations  will 
not  avoid  the  sale  unless  it  appears  that  the  seller  was  thereby 
induced  to  do  that  which  he  would  probably  not  have  done  but 
for  them.*"  To  recover,  the  fraud  must  have  been  practiced  on 
the  complainant." 

§  2775.  Against  a  Fraudulent  Purchaser  and  his  Trans- 
feree. 

Form  No.  632, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  day  of  ,  18. .,  at ,  the 

defendant  A.  B.,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  plaintiff  to 
sell  him  certain  goods,  represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  [he  was 
solvent,  and  worth dollars  over  all  his  liabilities]. 

'  Hill   V.   Perrott,   3   Taunt.   274;  Bayard   v.   Malcolm,   2  JoIids.  550; 

Foster  v.  Stewart,  3  Man.  &  Sol.  191;  compare  Everston  v.  Miles,  6  Id.  138; 

Seaver   v.    Dingley,   4   Greenl.   306;  Panton  v.  Holland,  17  Id.  92. 

Willson   V.   Force,   6  Johns.  110;   1  *  Martin  v.  Levy,   Cal.   Sup.   Ct., 

Com.  on  Con.  38.  July  T.,  1869;  citing  Bellv.  Ellis,  33 

*  Gibson  v.  Stevens,  3  McLean,  551.  Cal.  620. 

'  Klopenstein  v.  Mulcahy,  4  Nev.  '*  Klopenstein  v.  Mulcahy,  4  Nev, 

296.  296. 

*  Id.  ^*  Simpson  v.  Wiggins,  3  Woodb.  & 

*  Cazeaax  v.  Mali,  25  Barb.  678.  M.  413.     The    doctrine  of    fraud  in 

*  Wells  V.  Jewett,  11  How.  Pr.  242.  sales  discussed  in  Smith  v.  Kiclmrds, 
'  Bell  V.  Mali,  11  How.  Pr.  254.  13  Pet.   26;  Blydenburgh  v.  Welsh, 

*  Thomas  v.  Beebe,  25  N.  Y.  244;  Baldw.  331. 
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II.  That  the  plaiDtiff  was  thereby  iDduced  to  sell  and  deliver 
to  the  said  A.  B.  [one  thousand  cases  of  machine  oils]. 

III.  That  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  representations,  the 
said  A.  B.  was  insolvent,  and  knew  himself  to  be  so. 

lY.  That  the  said  A.  B.  afterwards  transferred  the  said  goods 
to  the  defendant  CD. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  For  the  possession  of  the  said  goods,  or  for dol- 
lars, in  case  such  possession  can  not  be  had. 

2.  For dollars  damages  for  the  detention  thereof. 

§  2776.  Disavowal  of  Sale  —  Essential  Allegations. 
On  a  fraudulent  purchase  the  seller  may  disavow  the  sale  and 
reclaim  the  goods,  or  affirm  the  sale  and  sue  for  their  price;  and 
in  the  latter  case  it  seems  that  an  injunction  may  be  granted 
under  section  219  of  the  code,  restraining  the  buyer  from  dis- 
posing of  the  goods. ^  It  need  not  be  alleged  that  the  trans- 
feree received  the  goods  without  notice  or  without  considera- 
tion. He  must  prove  that  he  paid  value,  and  acted  in  good 
faith.* 

§  2777.  Ipjunction. — Where  the  transfer  has  already  b^en 
made,  none  but  a  judgment  creditor  can  restrain  a  disposition 
of  the  property  by  the  fraudulent  assignee.' 

§  2778.  For  Fraudulently  Procuring  Credit  to  be  Given 
to  Another  Person. 

Form  No,  633, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges:  * 

I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at , 

the  defendant  represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  one  0.  D.  was 

solvent  and  in  good  credit,  and  worth dollars  9ver  all 

his  liabilities. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  induced  to  sell  to  the  said 

0.  D.  [state  articles  sold]  of  the  value  of dollars  [on 

months  credit.] 

III.  That  the  said  representations  were  false  in  this,  that  the 
said  C.  D.  was  not  then  and  there  solvent  and  in  good  credit, 

and  worth dollars  over  all  his  liabilities,  but,  on  the 

contrary*  thereof,  the  said  C.  D.  was  then  and  there  insolvent 
and  not  in  good  credit,  all  of  which  was  well  known  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  said  representations  were  made  by  him  with  intent 

^  Malcolm  v.  MUlcr,  6  How.  Pr.  »  Renbens  v.  Joel,  13  N.  Y.  488 

453;  Erpstein  v.  Berg,  13  Id.  91.  Bayaud   v.    Fellows,   28  Barb.    451 

«  Tallman  v.  Turck,  26  Barb.  167;  Perkins  v.  Warren,  6  How.  Pr.  341 

compare  Stevens  v.  Hyde,  32  Id.  171.  Sebring  v.  LAnt,  9  Id.  346. 
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to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff  [or  to  deceive  and  injure  the 

plaintiff]. 

lY.  That  the  said  C.  D.  did  not  pay  for  the  said  goods  at  the 

expiration  of  the  credit  aforesaid  [or  has  not  paid  for  the  said 

goods,  aud  the  plaintiff  has  wholly  lost  the  same  by  reason  of 

the  premises]. 

[Demand  of  Judomxkt.] 

§  2779.  Essential  Averments. — In  an  action  to  recover 
back  property  which  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  upon 
credit,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  plaintiff  tendered 
back  the  notes  received  from  the  purchaser.  The  fact  of  ten- 
dering back  such  notes  only  goes  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not  affirmed  the  contract  after  he  had  knowledge  of  the  fraud. ^ 
Deceit  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  aud  damage  to  the  plaintiff 
are  the  cause  of  action,  without  alleging  that  the  defendant 
reaped  any  benefit  or  advantage  therefrom.'  So  of  the  assertion 
of  a  falsehood  with  a  fraudulent  design,  when  a  direct  and  posi- 
tive injury  arises  from  the  assertion.'  The  mere  insolvency  of 
the  purchaser  of  goods  on  credit,  although  well  known  to  him- 
self, if  no  false  representations  are  made,  and  no  artifice  used, 
will  not  avoid  a  sale  to  him.^  If  the  complaint  states  the  repre- 
sentations that  were  made,  stating  them  as  representations  of 
fact,  made  by  the  defendants  of  their  own  knowledge,  and  not 
as  expressions  of  opinion  or  belief,  that  they  were  false,  that 
plaintiff  relied  on  them,  and  that  he  suffered  damages  thereby, 
would  be  sufficient.^  A  complaint  averring  a  fraudulent  agree- 
ment between  the  defendants  L.  and  another  (composing  a  firm) 
and  O.,  to  obtain  goods  on  G.'s  credit,  on  represenations  made 
by  L.  of  G.'s  solvency,  and  that  the  representation  of  L.  and 
the  purchase  of  G.  "were  made  in  pursuance  of  such  fraudu- 
lent agreement,  and  were  a  device  and  contrivance,"  was  held 
sufficient." 

§  2780.  False  Recommendation. — A  false  recommendation 
of  the  credit  or  property  of  a  third  person,  with  knowledge  that 
it  is  untrue,  and  with  intent  to  gain  credit  for  such  third  person, 
is  a  fraud  for  which  the  party  giving  it  may  be  held  liable.^ 

^  King  V.  Fitch,  1  Eeyes,  432.  206.    As  to  the  necessity  of  this  aver- 

»  White  V.  Merritt,  7  N.  Y.  352.  inent,  see  Zabriskie  v.  Smith,  13  N. 

3  Benton  v.   Pratt,   2  Wend.   385.  Y.  330;  Addiugton  v.  Allen,  1 1  Wend. 

For  the  pro{)er  mode  of  pleading  in  386. 

such  actions,  for  fraudulently  indue-  *  Sharp  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  40  Barb, 

ing  a  third  person  to  represent  an  in-  256. 

solvent  as  worthy  of  credit,  see  Ad-  ^Ballard  v.  Lockwood,  1  Daly,  158. 

dinffton  v.  Allen,  11  Id.  374.  ^  Kussell  v.  Clark's  Ex'rs,  7  Crauch, 

^Klopenfitein  v.  Mulcahy,  4  Nev.  69. 
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But  if  the  representation  is  honestly  made,  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  true  does  not  constitute  it  a  fraud. ^  Thus,  a  mistaken  . 
opinion  of  the  value  of  property,  if  honestly  entertained,  and 
stated  merely  as  an  opinion,  unaccompanied  by  any  statement 
untrue  in  fact,  is  not  fraudulent.*  But  making  statements 
without  knowlege,  which  induced  the  seller  to  sell,  and  which 
are  false  in  material  points,  are  fraudulent." 

§  2781.  Title  does  not  Pass. — Where  goods  were  sold 
upon  credit,  upon  representations  that  left  the  impression  on 
the  seller  that  the  buyer  possessed  mining  claims,  which  were 
of  themselves  an  ''  immense  fortune,"  and  these  representations 
were  false,  no  title  to  the  goods  passed  to  the  buyer.^ 

§  2782.  When  Action  Lies. — An  action  lies  for  a  false  and 
fraudulent  representation  whereby  another  has  suffered  damage.^ 
And  the  question  of  fraudulent  intent  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury.'  Such  an  action  can  not  be  joined  with  a  cause  of 
action  on  a  guaranty  of  the  amount  of  purchase.^ 

§  2783.  Against  Directors  of  a  Corporation  for  Dam- 
ages Caused  by  their  Misrepresentations. 

F<yrm  No,  634, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  before  the  time  hereioafter  mentioned,  at ,  a 

corporation  was  formed,  or  pretended  to  be  formed,  for  the 
purpose  of  insuring  property  against  losses  by  fire,  and  for 
other  purposes;  which  corporation  was  named  the In- 
surance Company. 

II.  That  the  said  company  was  organized  or  pretended  to  be 
organized  under  the  provisions  of  a  law  of  this  state,  passed 
[date  of  act],  entitled  ''An  act,"  etc. 

III.  That  the  charter  of  the  said  company  provided,  among 
other  things,  that  the  capital  thereof  should  be dol- 
lars, to  be  paid  up  in  cash. 

lY.  That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendants 
were  [or  represented  themselves  to  be]  directors  of  said  com- 
pany. 

y.  That  at  sundry  times  between  the  ....  day  of   , 

1  Russell  V.  Clark's  Ex'rs,  7  Cranch,  ^  Marshall  v.  Bachanan,  35  Cal.  264. 

69.  •  Tiilly  V.  Harloc,  35  Cal.  302.     The 

^  Spciglemyer  v.  Crawford,  6  Paige,  principles  upon  which  the  action  is 

254;  Fisher  v.  Boody,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  206.  based,  and  the  authorities  which  sup- 

^  Warner  v.  Daniels,   1  Woodb.  &  portit,  collected  in  Addiugton  v.  Allen, 

M.   107;   Mason  v.  Crosby,  Id.  353;  11  Wend.  374. 

Smitli  V.  Babcock,  2  Id.  246.  '  But  see  Robinson  v.  Flint,  7  Abb, 

*  BjU  v.  Ellis,  33  Cal.  620.  Pr.  393,  note. 
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18. .,  and  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendants  rep- 
resented to  the  public  at  large  [or  to  the  plaintiff]  that  the  said 
company  had  a  paid-up  cash  capital  of dollars. 

VI.  That  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendants  published  a  statement  showing  that  the  profits  of 

the  said  company  amounted  to dollars,  and  declared 

a  dividend  of per  centum. 

YII.  That  the  said  representations  were  wholly  false,  and 
were  then  known  by  the  defendants  to  be  so,  and  were  made 
ATith  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  public,  and  to  induce 
persons  to  insure  with  the  said  company.  That  the  said  com- 
pany never  had  a  cash  capital  of  more  than dollars, 

and  had  not  on  the  said  ....  day  of >  18 . . ,  more  than 

dollars  profits. 

YIII.  That  by  the  said  representations  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
duced to  insure  with  the  said  company;  which  accordingly  issued 
to  him  a  policy  of  insurance,  of  which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed, 
marked  "Exhibit  A." 

IX.  That  on  the day  of » 18 . . ,  the  property 

mentioned  in  the  said  policy  was  destroyed  or  greatly  injured 

by  fire,  and  the  plaintiff's  loss  thereon  amounted  to   

dollars. 

X.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  obtained  judgment  against  the  said  company  upon  the 
said  policy,  for dollars,  in  the court  of 

XI.  That  on  the  [same  day]  an  execution  was  issued  upon  the 
said  judgment,  against  the  property  of  the  said  company,  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  , ,  which  was  returned  wholly  un- 
satisfied. 

XII.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaitiff  has  lost  the 
whole  amount  of  the  said  judgment. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.  1 
[Annex  copy  of  policy,  marked  "  Exhibit  A."]^ 

§  2784.  Averment  of  Fraud. — A  general  averment  that 
the  officers  of  a  corporation,  ''  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud 
those  who  might  become  purchasers  and  owners  of  the  stock," 

^  For  a  complaint  in  an  action  by  tained  in  the  New  York  court  of  ap- 

the  receiver  of  an  insurance  company,  peals,  see  New  York  and  N.  H.  R.  K. 

organized  under  the  general  lawap-  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  7  Abb.  Pr.  41;  Geery 

plicable  to   such  companies,   which,  v.  N.  Y.  and  Liverpool  S.  Ship  Co., 

being  insolvent,  has  distributed  its  12  Id.  268.     For  fraudulent  rcprescn- 

eapital  among  its  stockholders,  see  tations  whereby  plaintiff  was  induced 

Osgood  V.  Lay  tin,  5  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.  to  purchase  stock,  see  also  Morse  v. 

1.     For  a  form  of  complaint  brought  Swits,  19  Id.  275;  Mabey  v.  Adams, 

by  a  corporation  for  a  frudulent  issue  3  Bosw.  346. 
of  stock,  which  was  on  demurrer  sus- 
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was  held  sufficioDt  on  demurrer.^  Alleging  that  he  ''falselj 
and  fraadulently  represented  "  a  thing  to  be  what  it  was  not,  is 
not  enough.  Knowledge  or  intent  to  deceive  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  must  be  alleged.'  A  general  allegation  of  fraud 
will  not  be  regarded.' 

§  2785.  Ck>ntract  Ultra  Vires. — A  shareholder,  in  behalf  of 
himself  aud  the  other  shareholders,  may  maintain  a  bill  to  set 
aside  an  agreement  by  the  company  as  ultra  vires,  without  join- 
ing as  defendants  any  of  the  shareholders  who  have  assented  to 
the  agreement.^ 

§  2786.  Fraudulent  Representations  of  Value. —In  an 
action  for  fraudulent  representations  of  the  value  of  stock, 
although  the  complaint  does  not  allege  in  terms  that  tbe  de- 
fendant's representations  were  read  by  or  came  to  tbe  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff,  yet,  if  it  is  alleged  that  she  was  induced 
by  these  representations  to  purchase  the  stock  of  the  company, 
and  in  exchange  for  them  to  convey  lands,  it  is  sufficient.^  If 
any  fraud  is  practiced  upon  a  stockholder,  which  induces  him 
to  transfer  his  shares  to  the  company  for  less  than  they  are 
worth,  he  may  be  relieved  in  a  court  of  equity."  It  is  not  essen- 
tial that  the  representation  should  be  addressed  directly  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  he  must  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  it  before 
his  purchase.^ 

§  2787.  Against  Seller,  for  Fraudulently  Representing 
Chattels  to  be  his  Property. 

Form  No.  635. 

[TiTLK.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  on  the day  of :,  18. .,  the  defendant 

offered  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  horse,  and,  with  intent 
to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  did  falsely  and  frudulently 
represent  to  him  that  said  horse  was  his  property. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  relying  on  said  representations,  pur- 
chased said  horse  of  the  defendant,  and  paid  him  therefor  the 
sum  of dollars. 

III.  That,  in  truth,  and  as  defendant  then  well  knew,  said 
horse  was  not  the  property  of  the  defendant,  but  was  the  prop- 
erty of  one  A.  B. 

lY.  That  thereafter  the  said  A.  B.  sued  this  plaintiff  in  tbe 

^  Morse  V.  S  wits,  19  How.  T*r.  275.  *  Newbury   v.   Garland,   31    Barb. 

^  Mabcy  v.  Adams,  3  Bosw.  346.  121 ;    compare  Mabey  v.  Adams,    3 

»  Oroville  and  Va.  City  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bosw.  346. 

Superv.  of  PUimaa  Co.,  37  Cal.  354.  ®Hager  v.  Thompson,  1  Black,  80. 

*  Clinch  Y.  Financial  Corporation,  '*  Cazeaax  v.  Mali,  25  Barb.  578. 
L.  R.,  4  Ch.  117. 
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court,  io  recover  the  yalae  of  said  horse,  and  although 

this  plaiatifi:  used  due  diligence  in  the  defense  of  said  suit,  the 
said  A.  B.  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in  said 

court  for  the  sum  of dollars,  which  this  plaintiff  has 

since  paid 

V,  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  notice  of  the 

pendency  of  said  suit  was  given  to  the  defendant  [or  that  the 
said  defendant  appeared  as  a  witness  in  said  action]. 

YI.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  has  been 

damaged  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

[Demakd  of  Judgment.] 

§  2788.  Allegations  of  Complaint.— The  complaint  in  an 
action  for  deceit  or  fraud  in  the  purchase  or  sale  of  property, 
induced  or  procured  by  false  representations,  should  aver  their 
falsity,  and  that  they  were  made  with  the  intent  to  deceive  the 
plaintiff,  and  induce  him  to  make  the  purchase  in  question,  and 
that  they  did  induce  such  trade,  to  the  plaintiff's  injury.^  The 
plaintiff  must  in  substance  aver,  not  only  that  the  defendant 
made  the  representations  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  purchase, 
but  that  they  were  intended  to  defraud  or  deceive  him.'  Thus 
where  a  complaint  alleged  that  at  the  sale  and  transfer  of  a 
note  and  mortgage,  *'  the  defendant  represented  to  the  plaiutiff 
that  said  mortgage  was  good,  and  a  valid  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  said  note,  and  the  plaintiff  supposed  and  verily  be- 
lieved, at  the  time  he  bought  the  same  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
mortgage  to  be  good,  and  that  it  was  a  valid  and  sufficient  se- 
curity," etc.,  it  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  purchased  on  the  faith  of  the  defendant's  representa* 
tions,' and  averring  "that  defendant  falsely  pretended  to  be 
the  owner"  of  a  certain  chattel,  and  "  that  be  fraudulently  sold 
it  to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  he  became  liable,"  fixes  the  gravamen 
of  the  action  as  fraud.^  The  action  may  be  maintained,  though 
there  was  no  consideration.^  The  averment  of  price  paid  goes 
only  to  the  amount  of  damages. 

§  2789.  Fraudulent  Sale. — Circumstances  tending  to  show 
fraud  in  reference  to  the  adjournment  of  a  sale  previously  noti- 
fied, under  proceedings  which  had  been  subsequently  aban- 
doned and  proceedings  commenced   anew,   are   held  not  to 

'  Barber  v.  Morgan,  51  Barb.  116.  founded  on  the  fraud,  not  on  the  con- 

'  Id.  tract,  see  McDuffie  v.  Beddoc,  7  Uill, 

»  Hahn  v.  Doolittle,  18  Wis.  196.  578. 

*  Edic  V.  Crim,  10  Barb.  445;  and  *  Barney  v.  Dewey,  13  Johns.  224; 

see    McGovern   v.  Payn,  32  Id.  83.  Corwiu  v.  Davison,  9  Cow.  22. 
That  actions  of  this  description  are 
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amount  to  fraud  in  the  sale.^  Fraudulent  representation  or 
deceit,  accompanied  by  damage,  constitutes  a  good  ground  of 
action  in  respect  to  a  sale  of  lands,'  and  a  recovery  by  the  right- 
ful owner  against  the  buyer  is  conclusive  against  the  fraudulent 
seller.'  If  an  owner  stands  by  and  suffers  an  innocent  person 
to  be  misled  by  his  silence,  it  is  a  fraud  upon  the  purchaser.* 
But  the  mere  fact  of  a  wife  remaining  silent  as  to  her  rights  is  not 
a  circumstance  sufficient  to  affect  her  with  the  fmud.^  But  a 
silent  partner,  who  did  not  know  nor  assume  to  know  as  to  the 
truth  of  a  statement  of  the  condition  of  the  firm  made  by  one  of 
his  copartners,  is  not  liable  for  fraud  effected  by  such  statement.* 

§  2790.  Sale  under  Warranty. — ^Under  the  forms  of  plead- 
ing at  common  law,  the  vendee  of  chattels,  sold  with  a  war- 
ranty of  title,  could,  on  a  breach  of  the  warranty,  recover 
damages  in  assumpsit^  or  he  might  sue  in  an  action  on  the  case 
for  deceit,  if  there  had  been  deceit,  as  well  as  a  warranty  of 
title;  but  in  either  case  he  must  plead  specially.^ 

§  2791.  The  Same  — For  Fraudulently  Delivering 
Smaller  Quantity  than  Agreed  for. 

Form  No.  636. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at 

,  bought  of  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  sold  and 

agreed  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff,  one  hundred  tons  of  hay,  for 
the  price  of dollars  per  ton. 

n.  That  the  defendant  afterwards,  on  the   day  of 

,  18  . ,  fraudulently  delivered  to  him  only  ninety  tons 

of  hay,  as  and  for  the  said  quantity  of  one  hundred,  so  bar- 
gained for  and  sold,  and  pretending  it  so  to  be. 

III.  That  the  defendant  at  the  time  well  knew  that,  the  hay 

so  delivered  contained  only  the  quantity  of  ninety  tons,  to  the 

damage  of  the  plaintiff dollars. 

[Demand  or  Judgment.] 

§  2792.  To  Set  Aside  a  Judgment  Fraudulently  Obtained. 

Form  No.  637. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

1  Leet  V.  McMaster,  61  Barb.  236.  "  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Lee, 

» Crandall  v.    Bryan,    5  Abb.    Pr.  13  Pet.  107. 

162;  Clark  v.  Baird,  9  N.  Y.    183;  « Chamberlin   v.    Prior,  2  Keyes, 

and  see  Van  De  Sande  v.  Hall,  13  539. 

How.  Pr.  458.  '  Miller  v.  Van  Tassel.  24  Cal.  463; 

*  Barney  v.  Dewey,  13  Johns.  224.  sec    "Complaints    on    Warranties," 

*  The  "Sarah  Ann,"  2  Surnn.  206;  voL  1,  sec.  1564  et  seq. 
affirmed,  13  Pet.  387. 


■»».. 
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I.  That  on  the dnj  of >  18. . ,  said  defendant 

made  and  delivered  to  one  N.  B.  Lis  two  certain  promissory 

notes,  each  for  the  sum  of dollars,  payable  to  the 

order  of  said  N.  B.,  one  of  which  notes  was  dae  and  payable 

on  the day  of »  18 . . ,  the  other  on  the 

day  of ,  18. . ,  and  which  notes  bore  interest  at  the  rate 

of per  cent  per ,  and  afterwards,  and  before 

the  day  next  hereinafter  mentioned,  both  of  said  notes  were  by 
the  said  N.  B.  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  who  then 
became  and  now  is  the  legal  indorsee  and  holder  of  the  same, 
all  of  which  still  remain  unpaid. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff 

commenced  an  action  against  the  defendant  to  recover  the 
amount  due  on  these  notes,  and  procured  an  attachment  to  be 
issued,  which  on  the  same  day  was  levied  by  the  defendant  E. 

N.,  sheriff  of   said  county  of   ,   on  seven  cows,  five 

calves,  one  heifer,  one  cart,  one  buggy  and  harness,  a  quantity 
of  poultry,  one  stack  of  hay,  containing  about  three  tons,  and 
some  hay  under  a  shed,  all  of  the  probable  value  of  five  hundred 
dollars. 

III.  That  on  the day  of >  18. . ,  judgment  was 

entered  by  the  deputy  clerk  of  this  court  in  vacation,  wherein 
the  said  A.  H.,  S.  W.  L.,  and  D.  ¥,  were  named  as  plaintiffs, 
and  the  said  J.  E.  as  defendant,  in  favor  of  said  plaintiffs,  and 

against  said  defendant  for  the  sum  of dollars,  and 

dollars  costs.  That  the  papers  comprising  the  judg- 
ment-roll consist  [enumerate  them,  as]:  First.  Of  an  affidavit, 
etc.  [describe  it];  Second.  A  paper  purporting  to  be  signed, 
etc.  [describe  it];  Third.  A  bill  of  costs,  etc.  [describe  it]. 

lY.  That,  as  plaintiff  is  informed,  and  believes  to  be  true,  on 
the  said  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  the  said  A.  W.,  pretend- 
ing to  act  as  attorney  at  law  of  the  said  H.,  L.,  and  B.,  pre- 
sented to  A.  M.,  the  deputy  clerk  of  this  court,  the  first  four 
papers  heretofore  mentioned,  which  at  the  time  of  presenting 
the  same  were  all  attached  together,  and  thereupon  requested 
the  deputy  clerk  to  file  the  same,  and  to  enter  up  a  judgment 

thereon  in  favor  of  said  H.,  L.,  and  B.,  for dollars, 

and dollars  costs,  and  to  issue  immediate  execution 

therefor  to  the  sheriff  of  this  county,  all  of  which  the  said 
deputy  clerk  then  and  there  did,  as  requested  by  said  W.;  and 
said  deputy  clerk  also,  at  the  request  of  said  W.,  filled  up  and 
filed  away  among  the  said  papers  a  summons  in  the  said  action. 

Y.  That,  as  plaintiff  is  informed,  and  believes  to  be  true, 

Ebtke,  Vol.  11—20 
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previous  and  up  to  the  time  when  said  papers  so  attached 
together  were  filed  as  aforesaid,  no  complaint  had  been  filed, 
nor  had  any  suit  or  action  been  commenced  between  said  par- 
ties; nor  had  any  summons  been  issued  from  said  clerk's  office; 
nor  even  the  form  of  one  filled  up  in  said  action,  all  of  which 
facts  are  more  fully  shown  by  the  affidavit  of  said  A.  M.,  hereto 
annexed,  marked  "  Exhibit  A/*  and  made  a  part  of  this  com- 
plaint. 

VI.  That  said  P.  E.,  sheriff  of  this  county,  received  the  said 

execution  issued  on  said  judgment  on  the  ....  day  of , 

18 . . ,  and  on  the day  of  said  month  levied  the  same  on 

the  property  above  specified  and  described,  and  which  levy  ia 
prior  to  said  plaintiff's  attachment. 

YII.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  the  said  proceedings 
and  circumstances  under  which  said  judgment  was  entered  up 
by  the  said  deputy  clerk  render  the  same  void  in  law,  the  said 
clerk  having  no  power  or  jurisdiction  to  enter  such  judgment 
under  the  circumstances  and  in  the  manner  before  stated,  and 
that  the  same  is  fraudulent  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  tends  to 
his  great  and  irreparable  injury;  and  ':hat  the  said  fraudulent 
and  void  judgment  was  consummated  under  the  advice  and  by 
the  connivance  of  said  defendant  W.,  who  was  employed,  as 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  by  said  E.,  and  confederated 
with  him  and  said  H.,  L.,  and  B.,  to  procure  to  be  entered 
upon  the  records  of  said  court  said  false,  covinous,  and  fraudu* 
lent  judgment. 

yill.  That  the  defendant  E.  is  insolvent,  and  has  no  visiblo 
property  except  the  aforesaid,  subject  to  execution. 

IX.  That  defendant  E.,  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  has,  as 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  advertised  said  property  for  sale, 
under  the  execution  issued  upon  said  fraudulent  an<f  void  judg- 
ment, to  be  sold  on  the day  of inst.,  at  .... 

o'clock  A.  M.,  and  if  allowed  to  proceed  with  said  sale  the 
plaintiff  will  be  prejudiced  to  the  amount  of  said  property,  and 
will  probably  lose  his  said  debt,  and  it  will  produce  to  him 
a  great  and  irreparable  injury. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays: 

1.  For  a  decree  of  this  court,  that  the  judgment  so  entered 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  execution  thereon  issued,  may  be  declared 
void,  as  against  the  plaintiff  and  the  creditors  of  said  E.,  and 
that  it,  together  with  the  said  writ  of  execution  issued  thereon, 
may  be  wholly  vacated  and  annulled. 

2.  That  the  said  property  seized  and  taken  under  said  execa* 
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tioD.  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof,  may  be  subjected  to 
the  writ  of  attachment  issued  as  aforesaid  in  the  action  of  the 
plaintiff  against  said  defendant  E.,  and  for  such  further  or  other 
relief  as  to  this  court  may  seem  meet  in  the  premises,  and  for 
costs  of  suit  against  defendants. 

3.  And  in  the  mean  time  that  an  order  of  injunction  may  issue 
out  of  this  court,  enjoining  and  restraining  the  defendants,  their 
attorneys,  agents,  and  servants,  and  particularly  the  said  E.,  as 
such  sherifif,  from  selling  the  said  property  under  said  execution, 
and  from  in  any  way  disposing  of  or  intermeddling  with  said 
property,  or  in  any  way  selling  or  disposing  of  said  judgment  so 
entered  in  favor  of  said  H.,  L.,  and  B.,  against  said  E. 
[Annex  copy  of  affidavit,  marked  "  Exhibit  A.'*]  * 

§  2793.  Fraud  and  Deception.— If  the  plaintiff  relies  on 
fraud  and  deception,  practiced  on  the  court  in  the  matter  of 
evidence,  the  complaint  must  show  that  he  was  thereby  de- 
frauded of  his  opportunity  to  defend,  and  that  his  defense  would 
otherwise  have  been  effectual.'  A  party  must  show  that  he  has 
exhausted  all  proper  diligence  to  defend  in  the  suit  in  which 
judgment  was  rendered. 

§  2794.  Fraud,  how  Alleged. — ^Where  a  creditor  files  a 
bill  to  cancel  and  set  aside  a  judgment  rendered  against  his 
debtor,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  fraudulent,  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  aver  in  general  terms  that  said  judgment  or  conveyance  was 
fraudulent;  the  facts  and  circumstances  constituting  the  alleged 
fraud  must  be  set  forth.'  And  if  he  wishes  in  addition  to  reach 
the  property  of  the  debtor,  and  have  it  applied  in  satisfaction 
of  his  demand,  the  complaint  must  aver,  either  that  the  plaintiff 
has  acquired  a  lien  on  the  property  he  seeks  to  reach,  or  that  he 
has  recovered  a  judgment,  upon  which  an  execution  has  been 
issued  and  returned,  and  no  property  found.*  "Where  plaintiff 
alleged  that  he  was  satisfied  that  defendant  secured  certain 
property  through  fraud,  the  issue  tendered  was  immaterial  in 
not  prenenting  a  point  upon  which  the  case  could  be  decided 
upon  its  merits.^ 

^  Form  of  complaint  from  Crane  v.  150.     To  restrain  a  corporation  from 

Hirsclifelder,  17  Cal.  682.     A  party  is  enforcing  a  judgment,  on  the  ground 

not  confined  to  his  remedy  hy  statute,  that  it  has  ceased  to  be  a  corporation, 

but  may  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  see  Sutherland  v.  The  Lagro  etc.  Co., 

for  relief  against  a  judgment  obtaiued  19  Ind.  192. 

by  fraud  or  surprise:   Cnrpentier  v.  '  Riddle  v.  Baker,  13  Cal.  295. 

Hart,  5  Id.  407.     For  a  complaint  to  »  Castle  v.  Bader,  23  C^l.  75;  see, 

set  aside  a  judgment  on  the  ground  of  also,  Snow  y.  Halstead,  1  Id.  359. 

newly  discovered   evidence,   and   for  *  Id. 

f  ranci,  see  Munn  v.  Warrall,  IG  Barb.  ^  Snow  v.  Halstead,  1  Cal.  361. 
.221;  Hamel  v.  Grimm,   10  Abb.  Pr. 
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§  2795.  Judgment  by  dbnfesslon. — Where  a  judgment  by 
confession  is  attacked  by  a  creditor  as  fraudulent  against  him,  on 
the  ground  that  the  object  of  the  debtor  and  the  judgment  cred- 
itor was  to  assist  the  debtor  in  forcing  a  compromise  with  his 
other  creditors,  rather  than  to  enforce  the  judgment,  the  com- 
plaint must  plead  this  ground  of  objection  to  the  judgment.  A 
general  averment  that  the  intent  was  to  hinder,  delay,  and  de- 
fraud will  not  put  the  adverse  party  on  his  defense.^  A  judgment 
by  confession,  where  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  and  the  parties,  however  irregular  and  erroneous  it  may 
be,  can  not  be  called  in  question  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  if  it 
was  entered  in  open  court,  and  regularly  signed  by  the  judge 
under  the  existing  practice.^  It  may  be  attacked  for  fraud  by 
creditors  of  the  judgment  debtor  who  were  defrauded  thereby, 
and  that  in  some  direct  proceeding,  before  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty under  it  to  innocent  parties.' 

§  2796.  Judgment  by  Default. — In  a  suit  in  equity,  to  set 
aside  a  judgment  by  default  on  a  return  by  the  sheriff  of  per- 
sonal service,  on  the  ground  that  defendant  in  fact  was  not  so 
served,  and  never  had  any  notice  of  the  proceedings,  and  that 
he  had  a  valid  defense  to  the  action,  the  allegations  relative  to 
this  defense  showed  that  it  was  based  upon  an  executory  agree- 
ment, by  the  terms  of  which  certain  things  were  to  be  done  by 
plaintiff,  and  in  consideration  thereof  he -was  to  be  released  from 
the  debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  it  was  held  that  the 
allegations  are  insufficient  in  this,  that  they  do  not  state  that 
any  of  these  things  were  performed  by  him,  or  that  he  ever 
offered,  or  was  or  has  been  at  any  time  ready  or  willing,  to  per- 
form the  same.* 

§  2797.  Judgment  on  Stipulation. — ^Where  a  judgment 
was  entered  upon  a  stipulation  of  the  attorneys  in  the  action, 
and  the  defendants  in  the  action  subsequently  brought  a  suit 
to  annul  the  judgment  for  fraud  and  collusion,  the  facts  and 
circumstances,  and  the  merits  of  their  defenses  in  the  former 
suit,  are  a  part  of  the  subsequent  action,  and  may  be  shown.^ 

§  2798.  Legal  Remiedy  must  be  Exhausted. — To  obtain 
the  aid  of  chancery  for  relief  against  a  fraudulent  judgment,  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  plaintiff  has  exhausted  all  proper  dili- 
gence to  defend  the  action  in  which  judgment  was  rendered.* 

^  Meeker  v.  Harris,  19  Cal.  278.  Wilcoxon  v.   Burton,   27    Cal.   229; 

2  Cloud   V.   EI  Dorado  Ck)unty,  12  cited  in  Lee  v.  Figg,  37  Id.  328. 
CaL   133;  Arrington  v.  Sherry,  6  Id.         *  Gibbons  v.  Scott,  15  Cal.  284. 
513.  ^  Preston  v.  Hill,  38  Cal.  686. 

s  Miller  v.  Earle,  24  N.  Y.  Ill;  see        •  Riddle  v.  Baker,  13  Cal.  295. 
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Where  the  complaint  contains  no  averment  showing  that  relief 
could  not  have  been  obtained  on  motion,  it  maybe  demurrable; 
but  if  the  fact  appears  on  the  record,  and  no  demurrer  be  in- 
terposed, but  defendant  goes  to  trial  on  the  merits,  the  objec- 
tion is  waived.' 

§  2799.    For  Rescission  of  Contract  on  the  Ground  of 
Mistake. 

Form  No.  6S8. 

[TiTLK.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  a  certain  piece  of   ground 

belonging  to  the  defendant,  situated  at ,  contained 

twenty  acres. 

n.  That  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  induced  to  purchase  the 

same,  at  the  price  of dollars  per  acre,  in  the  behef  that 

the  said  representation  was  true,  and  signed  an  agreement,  of 
which  a  copy  is  hereto  annexed,  and  marked  ''Exhibit  A,"  and 
made  a  part  thereof.  But  no  deed  of  the  same  has  been  exe- 
cuted to  him. 

III.  That  on  the  ....  day  of   ,  18  ■  • » the  plaintiff 

paid  the  defendant dollars,  as  part  of  such  purchase 

money. 

lY.  That  the  said  piece  of  ground  contained  in  fact  only  ten 
acres. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  For dollars,  with  interest  from  the day  of 

,18.. 

2.  That  the  said  agreement  of  purchase  be  delivered  up  and 
canceled. 

§  2800.  When  Action  Liea — It  is  a  well-settled  principle 
that  mistakes  in  written  instruments  may  be  corrected  in  a  court 
of  equity,  and  it  will  not  only  go  back  to  the  original  error  and  re- 
form it,  but  will  administer  complete  justice  by  correcting  all 
subsequent  mistakes  which  grow  out  of  and  were  superinduced 
by  the  first.'  When  the  fraudulent  representations  relate  to 
the  quantity  of  the  land,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  sale  is  iu 
gross  or  by  the  acre.' 

§  2801.  Knowledge  of  Plaintiff.— Though  the  fact  that 
the  complainant  had  means  of  ascertaining  the  facts  will  oidi- 
narily  defeat  a  suit  to  rescind  a  contract  on  the  ground  of  mis- 

1  Bibend  v.  Kreutz,  20  Cal.  109.  »  Quivey  v.  Baker,  37  Cal.  465. 

>  Thomas  v.  Beebe,  25  N.  Y.  244. 
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take  merely,  it  will  not  prevent  a  recovery  if  aatual  fraud  is 
shown  to  have  been  practiced  upon  him  to  induce  him  to  make 
the  contracst/  Fraud  vitiates  all  contracts  tainted  by  it,  and 
may  be  set  up  whether  a  warranty  was  given  or  not.' 

§  2802.  Mistake  of  Fact. — A  mistake  of  fact  is  a  mistake 
not  caused  by  the  neglect  of  a  legal  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
person  making  the  mistake,  and  consisting  in :  1.  An  unconscious 
ignorance  or  forgetfulness  of  a  fact  past  or  present,  material  to 
the  contract;  or,  2.  Belief  in  the  present  existence  of  a  thing 
material  to  the  contract,  which  does  not  exist,  or  in  the  past 
existence  of  such  a  thing  which  has  not  existed.'  Mistake  of 
foreign  laws  is  a  mistake  of  fact.* 

§  2803.  Mistake  of  La'w. — A  mistake  of  law  constitutes  a 
mistake,  within  the  meaning  of  this  article,  only  when  it  arises 
from:  1.  A  misapprehension  of  the  law  by  all  parties,  all  sup- 
posing that  they  knew  and  understood  it,  and  all  making  sub- 
stantially the  same  mistake  as  to  the  law;  or,  2.  A  misappre- 
hension of  the  law  by  one  party,  of  which  the  others  are  aware 
at  the  time  of  contracting,  but  which  they  do  not  rectify.* 

§  2804.  To  Reform  a  Ck>nveyanoe  by  Mistake  in  the 
Boundary. 

Form  No.  639. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of >  18 . . ,  the  defendant  ex- 
ecuted and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
a  deed,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [give  copy  of  deed]. 

II.  That  the  description  therein  given  of  the  premises  in- 
tended to  be  conveyed,  was  erroneous,  and  in  fact  does  not 
describe  any  premises  whatever  [here  insert  wherein  the  error 
lies],  and  that  in  order  to  make  said  deed  pass  any  premises 
whatever  to  this  plaintiff,  and  to  make  it  conform  to  the  actual 
intention  of  the  parties,  it  is  necessary  that  the  said  description 
should  be  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows  [here  insert  coiTect 
description  of  the  premises]. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  has  paid  to  the  defendant  for  the  said 
premises  the  consideration  expressed  in  said  deed. 

» 1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  192,  222;  Moffat  C.  170;  Bishop  v.  Sniffen,  1  Day,  156; 

V.   Winslow,  7   Taige,  124;   Colt  v.  4  T.  R.  67;  Smart  v.  Wolff,  Id.  337; 

Woollaston,  2  P.  Wms.  154;  Blain  v.  Willson  v.  Force,  6  Johns.  110;  Gates 

Agar,  2  Sim.  2S9;  Bond  v.  Hopkins,  v.  Caldwell,  7  Mass.  68;  Smith  v.  Bab- 

1  Sch.  &  Lef.  429;  Warner  v.  Daniels,  cock,  2  Wooilb.  &  M.  246;  Tyler  v. 

1  Woodb.  k  M.  90;  Mason  v.  Crosby,  Black,  13  How.  230. 

1  Wowlb.  &  M.  342,  352;  Tuthill  v.  »  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1577. 

Babcock,  2  Id.  298.  *  Id.,  sec.  1579. 

'Kentgen  v.  Known,  1  Wash.  C.  *Id.,  sec.  1578. 
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Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  said  deed  be  reformed  as  aforesaid. 

2.  For  costs  of  this  action. 

§  2605.  Reformation  of  Deed. — A  complaint  in  equity  to 
have  a  deed,  absolute  on  its  face,  reformed  so  as  to  become  a 
deed  of  trust,  which  avers  that  the  deed  does  not  express  the 
trusts  and  conditions  upon  which  it  was  agreed  the  property 
should  be  transferred,  but  that  such  conditions  were  by  the  de- 
fendants fraudulently  suppressed,  without  any  statements  of 
what  acts  of  fraud  were  practiced,  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.^  Where  a  party  brings  a  bill  to 
have  a  conveyance,  which  is  absolute  on  its  face,  declared  a 
mortgage  to  secure  an  oral  promise  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 
money  in  gold,  and  to  redeem,  he  can  not  redeem  except  on  pay- 
ing said  sum  in  gold,  and  this  not  on  the  ground  of  the  specific 
CO li tract  act,  but  because  "  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity." ' 

§  2806.  Terms  of  a  Contraet. — Of  the  rules  of  pleading 
applicable,  where  a  party  sued  for  non-performance  of  a  con- 
tract in  writing  seeks  to  have  it  reformed  so  as  to  express  the 
real  intentions  of  the  parties,  see  Wemple  v.  Stewart,  22  Barb. 
154.  A  complaint  seeking  to  have  a  written  contract  reformed, 
and  for  judgment  thereon  when  reformed,  states  but  a  single 
cause  of  action.'  Where  in  reducing  an  agreement  to  writing, 
a  material  clause  has  been  omitted  by  mistake,  a  party  seeking 
to  avail  himself  of  the  actual  contract  must  obtain  a  reforma- 
tion of  the  writing,  either  by  a  distinct  proceeding  to  reform  it, 
or  by  specially  pleading  the  mistake  in  the  action  in  which  the 
contract  is  sought  to  be  used,  and  asking  its  correction  as  inde- 
pendent relief.  Under  a  pleading  which  simply  states  the  terms 
of  a  contract,  the  introduction  of  a  written  agreement  respecting 
the  subject-matter  can  not  be  followed  by  oral  proof  of  a  material 
clause  alleged  to  have  been  omitted  by  mistake  from  the  writing.* 

§  2807.    To  Correot  an  Aooount  Stated. 

Form  No,  64O, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  having  had  mutual  deal- 
ings, on  the -.day  of ,  18 . . ,  came  to  an  account- 

>  Kent  V.  Snyder,  30  Cal.  666.  tinctly  stated  entitling  the  plaintiff  to 

*  Cowing  V.  Rogers,  34  Cal.  648.  relief:  Lamoreux  v.  Atlantic  Ins.  Co. , 

For  the  alleKatious  of  a  complaint  3  Duer,  680. 

seeking  to  reU)rni  a  mortgage  on  the  •  Gooding  v.  M'Alister,  9  How.  Pr. 

ground  of  fraud,  and  for  foreclosure  as  123. 

reformed,  see  DePeysterv.Hasbroack,  ^Pierson  v.  McCahill,  21  Cal.  122. 

11  N.  Y.  582.     Facts  should  be  dis- 
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ing,  upon  which  a  Btatement  of  the  said  account  was  made  in 
writing,  a  copy  of  which  is  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  complaint, 

marked  ''  Exhibit  A,"  whereby  a  balance  of dollars  was 

found  in  faTor  of  the  defendant. 

II.  That  since  the  said  statement  of  account,  the  plaintiff  has 
discovered  errors  and  false  charges  therein,  of  which  he  was 
wholly  ignorant  at  the  time  of  such  settlement. 

m.  That  in  the  statement  of  said  account  so  settled  he  is 
charged  as  follows  [state  items  wrongfully  charged,  and  show 
the  error], 

IV.  That  the  following  items,  which  ought  to  have  been  en- 
tered to  his  credit  in  said  account,  were  by  mistake  wholly  omitted 
therefrom,  to  wit  [specify  the  items,  with  date,  amount,  etc.] 

Y.  That  the  said  account  is  incorrect,  and  that  the  balance 
thereon  should  be dollars  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  in- 
stead of dollars  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

YI.  That  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  discovered  the  said  errors, 

to  wit,  on  the day  of ,  IS. . ,  he  pointed  the 

same  out  to  the  defendant,  and  then  requested  the  defendant 
to  correct  the  same,  and  to  restate  the  said  account  correctly, 
but  the  defendant  refused  to  do  so,  or  to  pay  the  plaintiff  any 

part  of  said  sum  of dollar^,  in  accordance  with  the 

stated  account  as  corrected. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  asks: 

1.  That  he  may  be  l«t  in  to  prove  the  said  errors  in  the  stat- 
ing of  the  said  account,  and  that  the  same  be  corrected. 

2.  That  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  the  defendant  for 

the  said  balance  of dollars,  on  said  corrected  accouut, 

with  interest  thereon  from  the day  of ,  18 . . 

[Annex  copy  of  accoant.] 

§  2808.  Fraudulent  Aooount. — ^Where  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  a  county  allowed  an  account  presented  for  services  as 
tax  collector,  and  the  auditor  drew  his  warrant  in  favor  of  E.  for 
the  amount,  and  he  assigned  it  to  defendant  M.,  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  without  notice,  it  was  held,  that  the  county  can  not 
go  into  equity  to  cancel  the  warrant  and  enjoin  its  collection  as 
against  M.,  on  the  ground  that  the  account  was  false  and  fraud- 
ulent as  to  some  of  its  items,  and  was  allowed  by  the  board 
through  ignorance  of  the  facts  and  mistake;  that  the  supervisors 
were  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  and  the  county 
can  not  visit  upon  an  innocent  party  the  consequence,  of  their 
negligence.^ 

^  £1  Dorado  County  v.  Elstner,  18  CaL  144. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

INJUNCTION. 

§  2809.  For  Restoration  of  Personal  Property  Threat- 
ened "With  Destruetiony  and  for  an  Iigunotlon. 

Form  No,  6j^U 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complainB,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  be  is,  and  at  all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was, 
the  owner  of  [a  portrait  of  his  father,  or  other  relative],  and  of 
which  no  duplicate  exists  [or  statie  any  facts  showing  that  the 
property  is  of  a  kind  that  can  not  be  replaced  by  money]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. ,,  he  deposited 

the  same  for  safe  keeping  with  the  defendant. 

m.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  demanded 

the  same  from  the  defendant,  and  offered  to  pay  all  reasonable 
charges  for  the  storage  of  the  same.  . 

lY.  That  the  defendant  refuses  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  threatens  to  conceal,  dispose  of,  cut,  or  injufe  the 
same,  if  required  to  deliver  it  up. 

Y.  That  no  pecuniary  damages  would  be  an  adequate  com- 
pensation to  the  plaintiff  for  the  loss  of  the  said  [painting]. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendaut  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  dis- 
posing of,  injuring,  or  concealing  the  said  [painting]. 

2.  That  he  return  the  same  to  the  plaintiff.^ 

§  2810.  For  an  Iigunotion  Rei^raining  Waste  and  In- 
jury. 

jFbrm  No,  642. 
[Tttlb.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  [describe  the  property]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  same,  under  a 
lease  from  the  plaintiff,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  attached 
marked  "A,"  and  made  part  hereof. 

III.  That  the  defendant  has  [cut  down  a  number  of  valuable 
trees,  and  threatens  to  cut  down  many  more,  for  the  purpose  of 
sale],  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  said  lease,  and  without  the 
consent  of  the  plaintiff. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment,  that  the  defend- 

^  For  cases  when  injunction  will  and  when  it  will  not  be  allowed,  see  Cali- 
fornia CivU  Code,  sees.  3422,  3423. 
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ant  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  committing  or  permitting 
any  further  waste  on  the  said  premises.  [Pecuniary  damages 
might  also  be  demanded.] 

§  2811.  Against  Waste  and  Injury ^  When  Lies. — ^In  an 
action  brought  by  the  state  to  procure  the  cancellation  of  a 
patent  for  land  sold  without  authority  of  law,  where  the  person 
claiming  under  the  patent  is  engaged  in  removing  mineral  from 
the  land,  the  state  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  from  removing  the  same.^  Cutting,  destroying,  and 
removing  timber  is  sufficient  ground  for  an  injunction,  without 
any  allegations  of  insolvency.'  And  the  same  is  true  as  to  the 
destruction  of  fruit  trees.'  But  in  a  bill  for  partition  among 
tenants  in  common,  and  for  injunction  against  cutting  timber 
trees,  it  was  held  that  defendants,  being  tenants  in  common, 
had  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  common  estate,  and  to 
cut  timber  or  use  or  dispose  of  it,  at  least  to  an  extent  corre- 
sponding to  their  share  of  the  estate;  and  that  as  the  complaint 
neither  avers  the  insolvency  of  defendants,  nor  that  they  are 
exceeding  their  share,  injunction  does  not  lie.^ 

§  2812.  £jeotnient. — At  common  law,  an  injunction  can 
not  be  allowed  against  waste,  etc.,  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 
So  held  under  the  English  statute,  which  resembles  ours  in  this 
respect.'  An  injunction  will  not  be  allowed  against  a  judgment 
in  ejectment  on  grounds  which  might  have  been  set  up  as  a  de- 
fense in  the  action  at  law.' 

§  2813.  Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer. — Where  the  com- 
plaint avers  title  in  plaintiff  to  a  tract  of  land;  that  the  posses- 
sion of  defendants  is  forcible  and  unlawful;  that  an  action  for 
forcible  entry  has  been  commenced  by  plaintiff  against  defend- 
ants, and  is  still  pending  and  undetermined;  and  asks  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  defendants  from  cutting  and  removing 
timber  from  the  land,  without  seeking  in  thi&suit  to  be  restored 
to  the  possession,  the  object  of  the  suit  being  to  preserve  the 
property  during  the  pendency  of  that  action;  it  was  held,  that 
injunction  lies,  although  no  action  at  law  has  been  brought  to 
try  the  title;  that  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  in  such  cases,  to 
grant  first  a  temporary  and  subsequently  a  perpetual  injunction, 
does  not  depend  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  such  action 

»  People  V.  Morrill,  26  CaJ.  352.  *BayliB  v.  Le  Gros,  2  C.  B.,  N.  S., 

«  Buckelew  v.   Estell,  5  Cal.   108;  322;  40  Enff.  L.  &  Eq.  272;  Storm  v. 

Heushaw  v.  Clark  and  One  Hundred  Mann,  4  Johns.  Ch.  21;  Davenport  v. 

and  Three  Chinamen,  14  Id.  460.  Davenport,  7  Hare,  217;  see  People  v. 

»  Silva  v.  Garcia,  3  West  Coast  Rep.  The  Mayor,  10  Abb.  Pr.  1 1 1. 

769.  •  Agard  v.  Valencia,  39  Cal.  292. 

*  Hihn  V.  Peck,  18  Cal.  640. 
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at  law  has  been  brought;  that  the  rule  under  the  English  chan-' 
eery  system  was  the  same,  and  that  our  statute  is  not  more  re- 
strictive,^ 

§  2814.  Homestead,  Sale  of.  —  An  injunction  will  be 
granted  restraining  the  sale  of  a  homestead  claimed  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  if  the  judgment  on  which  the  execu- 
tion issues  was  recovered  for  a  debt  contracted  before  the 
homestead  claim  was  patented.' 

§  2815.  Parties. — ^Au  injunction  will  be  granted,  at  the  suit 
of  the  mortgagee  of  real  property,  to  restrain  the  commission 
of  waste  upon  the  mortgaged  premises;  but  before  it  is  granted, 
it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the  commission  of  the  threat- 
ened waste  will  materially  impair  the  value  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  so  as  to  render  it  inadequate  security  for  the  mort- 
gaged debt,  and  that  the  defendants  are  insolvent  or  unable  to 
respond  in  damages  for  the  threatened  injury.'  So  a  mortgagor 
in  possession  may  be  restrained  from  waste.*  But  the  mort- 
gagee of  a  lot  on  which  a  house  is  standing  can  not  enjoin  the 
mortgagor  or  his  assigns  from  removing  the  house  from  the  lot, 
except  upon  proof  that  the  lot  without  the  house  will  be  an  in- 
adequate security  for  the  mortgage  debt.*  After  a  decree  fore- 
closing a  mortgage,  the  mortgagor  in  possession,  until  a  sale  is 
made  under  the  decree,  is  not  accountable  either  for  rents  or 
for  use  and  occupation,  and  is  subject  to  no  liability,  except 
that  he  may  be  restrained  from  the  commission  of  waste. '  In- 
junction to  stay  waste  by  tenants  in  common  lies  in  special 
cases.^  An  injunction  to  stay  waste  will  not  be  granted  where 
the  plaintiff  does  not  show  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  reversion.' 
A  purchaser  under  a  judgment  who  has  not  paid  the  purchase 
money  may  be  enjoined  from  waste  without  bringing  a  new 
action.'  Parties  holding  mechanics'  liens  on  a  building  erected 
upon  a  leased  lot  are  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  a 
judgment  creditor  of  the  lessee,  whose  judgment  is  subordinate 
to  the  liens,  from  removing  the  building  from  the  lot  when  it 
appears  that  the  security  will  be  rendered  insufficient  by  such 
removal.*" 

§  2816.    Quietixig  Title. — Where  the  complaint  and  evidence 

'  Hicks  V.  Michael,  15  CaL  107;  see        *Buckout  v.  Swift,  27  Cal.  434. 
27  Cell.  643.  « Whitney  v.  Allen,   21   Cal.  233; 

*  Miller  v.  Little,  47  Cal.  348.  Bobinson  v.  Russell,  24  Id.  473. 

"Robinson  v.  Russell,  24  Cal.  473;        '  2  Johns.  Ch.  122. 
sec  also  California  Code  C.  P.,  sec.        'Perrine  v.  Marsden,  34  Cal.  14. 
745,  and  Civil  Code,  sec.  2929.  '  Casamajor  v.    Strode,   1    Sim.   &, 

^Hawley  v.  Clowes,  2  Johns.  Ch.  Stew.  381. 
148.  ^^  Barber  v.  Reynolds,  33  Cal.  497. 
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show  that  a  defendant  is  in  possession  of  a  tract  of  land,  and 
claiming  and  holding  under  an  adverse  title,  and  the  weight  of 
evidence  is  in  favor  of  his  title,  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted 
on  the  application  of  a  party  claiming  title  to  the  land,  to  pre- 
vent the  defendant  from  cuttaog  timber  thereon.' 

§  2817.  Injunction  when  Plaintiff  is  in  Possession.— An 
injunction  lies  to  restrain  a  threatened  injury  to  real  property,  in 
the  nature  of  a  waste,  even  if  the  plaintiff  is  in  possession  of  the 
land.'  But  where  the  mischief  is  irreparable,  or  the  defendant 
is  insolvent,  although  the  title  is  in  dispute,  under  summary 
proceedings,  injunction  has  been  granted  to  stay  waste.' 

§  2818.  Relief. — This  peculiar  relief  can  not  be  granted  in 
every  case  in  which  chattels  are  wrongfully  detained.  But  it 
may  be  had  whenever  pecuniary  damages  would  not  afford  an 
adequate  remedy,*  or  where  the  property  is  detained  in  a 
breach  of  trust.^  Plaintiff  must  not  only  show  that  he  will  sus- 
tain present  injury,  but  that  he  will  be  entitled  to  find  relief,  as 
a  rule.'  Plaintiff  must  also  show  equity  on  his  part;  and  where 
his  wall  projects  over  the  defendant's  land,  defendant  will  not 
be  enjoined  from  using  it  as  a  party  wall.^  And  in  addition 
to  the  above,  it  is  held  in  the  following  cases  that  he  must 
be  entitled  to  relief  by  a  final  injunction.'  But  the  contrary 
was  held  in  a  later  case.*  It  is  a  preventive  remedy  merely, 
and  caD  not  be  so  framed  as  to  command  a  party  to  undo  what 
he  has  done.'°  An  injunction  granted  upon  the  rendition  of 
final  judgment  is  a  part  of  the  judgment." 

§  2819.  Restraint  of  Trade. — A  covenant  not  to  run  or 
employ,  or  suffer  to  be  run  or  employed,  a  steamboat,  upon  any 
of  the  routes  of  travel  on  the  rivers,  bays,  or  waters  of  the  state 
of  California,  for  the  period  of  ten  years,  applies  not  only  to 
existing  routes  of  travel,  but  to  all  new  routes  opened  during 
the  ten  years."  An  agreement  in  partial  restraint  of  trade,  re- 
stricting it  within  certain  reasonable  limits,  or  confining  it  to 
particular  persons,  is,  if  founded  upon  a  good  consideration, 

»  Smith  V.  Wilson,  10  Cal.  528.  *  Duigan  v.  Hogan,  1  Bosw.  649;  S. 

*Moro  V.  Massini,  32  Cal.  690.  C,  16  How.  Pr.  169;  Ward  v.  Dewey, 

'Spear  v.  Cutter,  4  How.  Pr.  177;  7  Id.  19;  Coming  v.  Troy  Factory,  6 

gee  Talbot  v.  Hope  Scott,  4  Kay  &  Id.  93;  Townsendv.Tanner,  3Id.384; 

John.  126,  133.  aee  Hulce  v.  Thoinpson,  8  Id.  477- 

*  North  V.  Gt.  Northern  Railway  •  Vermilyea  v.  Vcrmilyea,  14  How. 
Co.,  2  Gifif.  64.  Pr.  470;  aiid  Bee  Laurie  v.  Laurie,  9 

ft  Wootl  V.  Rowcliffe,  2  Phillips,  382;    Paige  Ch.  234. 
S.  C,  3  Hare,  309.  "  Fisher  v.  Board  of  Trade  of  Chi- 

•  Crocker  v.  Baker,  3  Abb.  Pr.  182;    cago,  80  111.  85. 

Wordsworth  v.  Lyon,  5  How.  Pr.  466.        "  McGarrahan  v.  Maxwell,  28  CaL 

^  Guttenberger  v.  Woods,  51  Cid.     84. 
523.  "  Wright  V.  Ryder,  36  Cal.  342. 
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valid/  Such  a  contract,  if  it  inclucle  the  entire  area  of  a  state, 
is  unreasonable  and  void,  as  agaiust  public  policy.^ 

§  2820.  Tax  Sale. — A  court  will  not  restrain  a  sale  for  taxes 
"wben  it  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  upon 
'which  the  purchaser  must  rely  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case,  to 
enable  him  to  recover  under  the  sale,  that  the  sale  would  be 
void.'  Before  equity  will  interfere  by  injunction,  it  must  ap- 
pear that,  after  a  sale,  a  deed  is  about  to  be  executed  which  will 
cast  a  cloud  on  the  title.^  Or  it  must  appear  that  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  tax  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  produce 
irreparable  injury.^  So,  where  an  injunction  is  sought  to  re- 
strain a  sale  under  execution,  the  facts  must  clearly  appear, 
and  insolvency  of  defendant  must  be  alleged.' 

§  2821.  Trespass. — ^Where  a  bill  avers  that  the  plain  tifTs  are 
the  owners  and  in  possession  of  a  tract  of  land;  that  defendants 
are  insolvent,  and  threaten  to  and  will  enter  upon  said  land, 
and  by  excavations,  embankments,  and  diverting  valuable 
springs  and  streams  thereon,  despoil  it  of  the  substance  of  the 
inheritance,  and  create  a  cloud  upon  plaintiff's  title,  injunction 
lies.^  In  an  action  for  a  trespass  upon  a  mining  claim,  where 
the  complaint  avers  that  defendants  are  working  upon  and  ex- 
tracting the  mineral  from  the  claim,  and  prays  for  perpetual 
injunction,  and  the  answer  admits  the  entry  and  work,  and  takes 
issue  upon  the  titles;  if  the  jury,  to  whom  the  issue  of  title  is 
submitted,  finds  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  decree  the  equitable  relief  sought,  and  enjoin  defend- 
ants from  future  trespasses.'  But  the  court  should  not  extend 
it  to  land  not  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  although  included  in  the 
complaint.*  Where  premises  containing  deposits  of  gold  are 
held  under  a  patent  from  the  United  States,  an  injunction  lies 
to  prevent  miners  from  excavating  ditches,  digging  up  the  soil, 
and  flooding  a  portion  of  the  premises,  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
tracting the  gold.*"  A  writ  of  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  tres- 
pass in  entering  upon  a  mining  claim,  and  removing  auriferous 
quartz  from  it,  where  the  injury  threatens  to  be  continuous  and 
irreparable.  It  comports  more  with  justice  to  both  parties  to 
restrain  the  trespass  than  to  leave  the  plaintiff  to  his  remedy  at 

1  Wright  V.  Ryder,  36  Cal.  342.  «More  v.  Ord,  15  Cal.  204. 

'  Id.  ^  Bensley  v.  The  Mountain  Lake 

»  Bucknall  v.  Story,  36  Cal.  67.  Water  Co.,  13  Cal.  306. 

*  Houghton  V.  Austin,  47  Cal.  646.  »  McLaughlin  v.  Kelly,  22  Cal.  211. 

Mintum  v.  Smith,  3  Saw.  142.  •  Moore  v.  Maasini,  43  Cal.  389. 

*Dow8  V.  Cityof  Chicago,  11  Wall.  "Bogga  v.  Merced  Mining  Co.,  14 

U.  S.  108.  CaL  379;  Henshaw  t.  Clark,  Id.  464. 
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law.'  Injunction  should  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a  mere  tres- 
pass to  real  property,  unless  the  bill  clearly  avers  a  good  title 
in  the  plaiutiff;  nor  generally  even  then  where  the  injury  is  not 
destructive  of  the  substance  of  the  inheritance,  or  of  that  which 
gives  it  its  chief  value,  or  is  not  irreparable,  but  may  be  com- 
pensated in  damages.' 

§  2822.  Averments  of  Complaint— Verifiioatlon.— The 
complaint  must  clearly  show  that  there  is  no  remedy  at  law.'  It 
is  not  indispensable  that  a  bill  for  an  injunction  should  contain 
a  prayer  for  discovery.*  The  simple  allegation  of  **  irreparable 
injury  "  is  not  suj£cient;  it  should  appear  to  the  court  from  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  bill.'  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  injunction 
upon  the  complaint  alone,  if  it  makes  a  proper  case  and  is  veri- 
fied; but  if  he  asks  for  injunction  thereafter,  he  must  do  so  upon 
affidavit.^    A  complaint  for  an  injunction  must  be  verified.^ 

§  2823.    The  Same — For  Ipjunction  and  Damages. 

Form  No,  643. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  being  then  and  ever  since  owner  in  fee 

of  the  premises  hereinafter  mentioned,  on  the day  of 

,  18. .,  by  a  lease  in  writing  then  made  between  the 

plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  the 
plaintiff  leased  to  the  defendant  for  five  years  from  said  date, 

at  a  yearly  rent  of  dollars,  a  certain  dwelling-house, 

with  barns  and  outhouses  attached,  and  two  hundred  acres  of 

land  at ,  in  the  county  of   ,  the  property  of 

the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  said  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [copy  of  the 
covenant  as  to  waste]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the  premises 
under  said  lease. 

IV.  That  he  has  plowed  up  the  garden,  destroying  the  shrub- 
bery and  fluwers  therein,  and  has  cut  down  six  shade  trees,  and 
has  also  cut  down  forty  fruit  trees  in  the  orchard  [or  state  other 
waste,  according  to  the  fact],  and  has  otherwise  suffered  aud 

^  Merced  Mining  Co.  v.  Fremont,  7  ^  Lawrence  v.  Bowman,  1  McAIl. 

Cal.  317.  419. 

»  McMillan  v.    Ferrell,  7  W.  Va.  '  De  Witt  v.    Hays,   2  Cal.   403; 

223.  Branch    Turnpike    Go.    v.   Board  of 

•  Tomlinson  v.  Kubio,  16  CaL  202;  Supervisors  of  Yuba  Co.,  13  Id.  liK); 

Leach  v.  Day,  27  Id.  363;  Nev.  Co.  WaUiron  v.  Marsh,  6  Id.  119. 

&  Sac.  Go.  Canal  Go.  v.  Kidd,  37  Id.  «  Falkenburg  v.  Lucy,  35  Cal.  62. 

282.  ^  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  527. 
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oommitted  great  waste  on  the  premises;  by  reason  of  which 

waste  the  premises  are  worth dollars  less  than  they 

were  when  the  defendant  took  possession  thereof,  and  it  would 
cost dollars  to  restore  them. 

Y.  That  the  defendant  threatens  to  cut  down  other  of  the  or- 
namental, shade,  and  fruit  trees,  and  to  remove  the  partitions 
in  the  house,  and  turn  it  into  a  workshop  [or  other  threatened 
waste]. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  ask^  judgment: 

1.  That  he  pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars  damages  done 

to  and  suffered  by  the  premises. 

2.  That  he  be  required  to  keep  the  same  in  good  repair  and 
condition  during  the  continuance  of  his  interest  therein,  and 
to  manage  and  cultivate  the  farm  in  a  proper  and  husbandlike 
manner,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  lease. 

3.  That  he  be  enjoined  from  committing  any  further  waste, 
and  particularly  from  [state  particular  act  to  be  enjoined],  and 
for  other  proper  relief.* 

§  2824.  Icjunotion,  ^when  Granted.— Injunction  to  restrain 
injuries  in  the  nature  of  waste  should  not  be  issued  before  the 
hearing  of  the  merits,  except  in  cases  of  urgent  necessity,  or 
when  the  subject-matter  of  the  complaint  is  free  from  contro- 
versy, or  irreparable  mischief  will  be  produced  by  its  contin- 
uance.' In  cases  which  are  doubtful,  to  prevent  irreparable 
mischief,  a  temporary  injunction  may  be  granted.'  In  actions 
for  waste  in  cutting  timber  it  may  be  questionable  whether  an 
injunction  is  proper  as  to  timber  already  cut,  but  the  court  hav- 
ing acquired  jurisdiction,  it  may  require  defendant  to  give  se- 
curity to  account  as  a  condition,  modifying  the  injunction  in 
this  respect.^  Digging  lead  ore  from  the  lead  mines  upon 
public  lands  in  the  United  States  is  such  a  waste  as  entitles  the 
United  States  to  a  writ  of  injunction  to  restrain  it.^  A  court  of 
equity  will  in  some  cases  enjoin  against  the  removal  of  the 
fruits  of  past  waste.'  If  plaintiff  owns  a  ditch  and  right  of 
way  for  the  same,  to  conduct  water  for  mining  purposes,  the 

^  See    Equity    Draughtsman,   350;  404.     Whether  a  provisional  injunc- 

also,  Hawlcy  V.  Wolverton,  5  Paige,  tion  should  issue  to  stay  anticipated 

5*22;  Rodgcrs  v.  Kodgers,   II   Barb,  waste  in  cases  where  the  title  to  the 

595.  premises   is   disputed,  see   Morse  v. 

'^  Hicks  V.  Michael,  15  Cal.  116;  7  O'Reilly,  G   Penn.    Law   Jour.    501; 

Johns.  Ch.  315;  Sixth  Av.  11.  R.  Co.  United   States  v.  Parrott,  1  McAU. 

V.  Kerr,  28  How.  Pr.  382,  affirming  271. 

S.  C.  45  Barb.  1.38.  *  United  States  v.   Gear,  3  How. 

^  Thruston  v.  Mustin,  3  Cranch  C.  U.  S.  120. 

C.  :^:^o.  «  United  States  t.  Parrott,  1  Mc- 

*  Wcathcrby  v.  Wood,  20  How.  Pr.  All.  271. 
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court  sbould  nofc,  in  an  action  to  enjoin  another  party  Irom 
wasbiug  away  the  ground  over  which  it  passes,  allow  the  de- 
fendaut  to  wash  away  the  ditch  if  he  replaces  it  by  a  flume  or 
olber  aqueduct,  and  gives  a  bond  for  damages,  but  should  grant 
the  injunction.^ 

§  2825.  When  Action  Ues. — Injury  to  real  property  must 
be  continuing  to  authorize  an  injunction.'  But  if  the  trespass 
be  fugitive  and  temporary,  and  capable  of  adequate  compensa- 
tion, an  injunction  will  not  be  granted.'  An  injunction  ought 
not  to  be  granted,  junless  equitable  circumstances,  beyond  the 
mere  allegation  of  irreparable  injury,  be  shown;  as  insolvency, 
.impediments  to  a  judgment  at  law,  or  to  adequate  legal  relief , 
or  a  threatened  destruotion  of  the  property,  or  the  like.' 

§  282G.  Forfeiture. — A  landlord  can  not  demand  an  injunc- 
tion against  a  breach  of  covenant  in  the  same  action  in  which 
he  demands  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease.  Such  reliefs  are  incon- 
sistent/ lu  chancery^  a  bill  for  injunction  in  such  case  must 
waive  forfeiture  and  penalty.* 

§  2827.    To  Restrain  the  Use  of  PlaintiflPs  Trade-mark. 

Ibrm  No,  SU- 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  year  18. .,  at  said  city  and 
county,  the  plaintiff  invented,  manufactured,  and  made  an 
article  for  the  restoring  and  strengthening  of  the  human  hair, 
to  be  used  upon  the  head  and  hair,  and  gave  to  said  article  the 
name  by  which  it  was  and  is  known  of hair  restorative. 

II.  That  he  is  now,  and  for  a  long  time  has  been,  and  at  the 
time  of  and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  hereinafter 
mentioned  was,  the  manufacturer  of  said  article,  which  he  has 
for  a  long  time  offered  for  sale,  and  sold  in  glass  bottles  labeled 

^  Gregory  v.  Nelson,  41  Cal.  278.  field,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  196;  Clemence  v. 

>  Coker  v.  Simpson,  7  Cal.  340;  Steere,  1  Rhode  Island,  272;  McOol- 
Tuolumne  Water  Co.  v.  Chapman,  8  lough  v.  Irvine's  Ex'rs,  13  Pa.  St.  438; 
Cal.  392;  Mooney  v.  Cooledge,  30  6  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  404;  Thom  v.  S wee- 
Ark.  640;  Shimcr  y.  Morris  Canal  &  ncy,  12  Nev.  251.  Whether  a  provis- 
B.  Co.,  27  N.  J.  £q.  364.  ional  injunction  should  issue  to  stay 

'  Minnig's  App.,  82  Pa.  St.  373.  anticipated  ivaste  in  cases  where  the 

*  Burnett   t.    Whitesides,  i3  Cal.  title  to  the  premises  is  disputed,  see 

156.     As  to  injunctions  for  waste  gen-  Morse  v.  O'Reilly.  6  Penn.  Law  Jour, 

crally,  see  Stauffer  v.  Eaton,  ]  3  Ohio,  501 ;  United  States  v.  PaiTott,  I  Mc- 

322;  Barcalow  v.  Sanderson,  2  Green  All.  271.     That  an  injunction  may  be 

Ch.  467;  Cooper  v.  Davis,  15  Conn,  granted  in  a  proper  case  to  restrain 

550;  Brady  V.  Waldron,  2  Johns.  Ch.  waste,   see   Thruston    v.    Mustin,   3 

148;  Salmon  v.  Clagett,  3  Bland.  Ch.  Cranch  C.  C.  335. 

125;  Brumley  v.  Fanning,  1  Johns.  Ch.  *  Linden  v.  Hepburn,  3  Sandl.  668; 

601;  White  \\%tcr  etc.  Co.  v.  Come-  S.  C,  5  How.  Pr.  188. 

gys,  2  Carter,  469;  Loudon  v.  War-  •  3  Atk.  457. 
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with  bis  own  proper  labela,  devices,  and  trade-marks,  and  in 
wrappers  or  circulars,  all  of  wbicb  were  composed,  invented, 
and  adopted  bj  tbis  plaintiff  for  tbat  purpose,  specimens  or 
copies  of  wbicb  labels,  devices,  and  trade-marks,  and  wrappers 
or  circulars,  are  bereto  annexed,  and  form  part  of  tbis  complaint, 
marked  "  Exbibit  A,"  and  **Exbibit  B,"  tbe  first  being  a  copy 
of  tbe  label,  and  tbe  second  a  copy  of  tbe  wrapper  or  circular. 

III.  And  plaintiff  furtber  alleges  tbat  by  reason  of  bis  knowl- 
edge and  long  experience  and  great  care  in  bis  said  business  of 
manufacturing  and  making,  and  tbe  good  and  useful  quality  of 
tbe  said  article,  tbe  same  became  and  was  at  and  before  tbe 
time  of  tbe  grievances  bereinafter  mentioned,  widely  known  to 
tbe  community  as  a  valuable  and  useful  article,  and  acquired  a 
bigb  reputation  as  sucb,  and  commanded  and  still  commands, 
as  a  valuable  and  useful  article,  an  extensive  sale  at  tbe  said 

city  of ,  and  tbrougbout  tbe  said  state  of , 

wbicb  is  and  for  tbe  last years  bas  been  a  source  of 

great  profit  to  tbe  plaintiff. 

IV.  Tbat  ^aid  article  is  known  to  tbe  public,  and  to  tbe  buy- 
ers and  consumers  tbereof,  by  tbe  name  of bair  re- 
storative, and  by  tbis  plaintiff's  own  proper  devices,  trade- 
marks, labels,  and  wrappers  or  circulars. 

y.  Tbat  notwitbstanding  tbe  long  and  quiet  use  and  enjoy- 
ment by  tbis  plaintiff  of  said  name,  devices,  trade-marks,  labels, 
and  wrappers  or  circulars,  tbe  defendant,  well  knowing  tbe 
premises,  but  willfully,  wrongfully,  and  unlawfully  disregarding 
tbe  rigbts  of  tbis  plaintiff  tberein,  tbereafter,  to  wit,  on  or  about 
tbe- day  of i  18 .  • ,  willfully,  wrongfully,  unlaw- 
fully, and  fraudulently  prepared  and  offered  for  sale,  and  sold, and 
always  bas  and  does  still  and  now  offer  for  sale,  and  sell,  at 

tbe  said  city  of ,  and  elsewbere  tbrougbout  said  state 

of ,  an  article  in  imitation  of  tbe  plaintiff's  article, 

wbicb,  witb  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  tbe  public,  and  tbe 
buyers  and  consumers  tbereof,  and  to  injure  and  defraud  tbis 
plaintiff,  tbey  bave  put  up  or  caused  to  be  put  up  in  similar 
packages,  to  wit,  in  glass  bottles,  labeled  witb  nearly  similar 
labels,  devices,  and  trade -marks,  and  witb  nearly  similar 
wrappers  or  circulars,  of  wbicb  false  and  nearly  similar  labels, 
devices,  trade-marks,  and  wrappers  or  circulars,  specimens  or 
copies  are  bereto  annexed,  and  made  part  of  tbis  complaint, 
marked  "  Exbibit  C,"  and  "  Exbibit  D,"  tbe  first  being  a  copy 
of  tbe  spurious  label,  and  tbe  second  a  copy  of  tbe  Sj^urioua 
wrapper  or  circular. 

Ensx,  YoL.  n— 21 
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YI.  That  Baid  lasi-mentioned  and  nearly  similar  labels,  de- 
vices, trade-marks,  and  wrappers  or  circulars,  are  fraudulent, 
counterfeit,  and  spurious  imitations  of  the  plaintiff's  labels,  de- 
vices, trade-marks,  and  wrappers  or  circulars;  and  that  the 
defendants  have,  and  at  all  times  when  selling  or  preparing  any 
of  said  imitations  of  said  article  have  had,  full  knowledge,  and 
are  and  have  been  advised  and  informed,  that  the  said  imitated 
labels,  devices,  trade-marks,  and  wrappers  or  circulars  are  and 
have  been  pirated  or  simulated  and  fraudulent  counterfeits  of 
the  labels,  devices,  trade-marks,  wrappers,  and  circulars  in- 
vented, composed,  and  adopted  by  this  plaintiff  as  aforesaid;  all 
of  which  will  more  fully  appear  by  reference  to  the  exhibits 
hereto  annexed  and  hereinbefore  referred  to. 

YII.  That  said  imitations  and  counterfeits  are  calculated  to 
deceive  the  purchasers  and  consumers  of  plaintiff's  said  article, 
and  the  public  in  general,  and  actually  have  misled,  and  do 
still  and  now  mislead  many  of  them  to  buy  and  purchase  the 
articles  offered  for  sale  and  sold  by  the  defendants,  in  the  belief 
that  it  is  the  article  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff,  and  greatly 
to  tho  diminution  and  damage  of  the  business  and  profits  of  this 
2:)laintiff. 

Vin.  And  further,  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  article  so 
prepared  and  put  up  and  sold  by  the  defendants,  in  imitation 
of  the  plaintiff's  article,  is  a  greatly  inferior  article,  and  that  by 
reason  of  the  premises  the  general  esteem  and  reputation  of  the 
said  article  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured 
greatly,  to  the  diminution  and  damage  of  the  business  and 
profits  of  this  plaintiff. 

IX.  And  further,  that  the  defendants  for  a  long  time  past 
have  caused,  and  do  still  cause  an  advertisement,  a  copy  of 
which  is  hereto  annexed,  and  made  a  part  of  this  complaint, 

marked  **  Exhibit  E,"  to  be  published  iu  the  daily ,  and 

various  other  newspapers  published  in  said  city  of .*., 

and  like  advertisements  in  many  other  newspapers  throughout 

the  state  of ,  all  of  which  actings,  doings,  advertisings, 

and  publications  are  contrary  to  equity,  and  greatly  injure  and 
damage  said  plaintiff. 

X.  And  plaintiff  further  shows  that  the  defendants  have 
shipped  and  do  still  ship  largo  quantities  of  the  said  imitation 
so  prepared  and  put  up  by  them,  to  be  carried  and  offered  for 
sale  and  sold  out  of  this  state,  to  the  great  diminution  and 
damage  of  the  business  and  profits  of  this  plaintiff. 

XI.  And  plaintiff  further  shows  that  although  before   the 
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commencement  of  this  action  the  plaintiff  repeatedly  requested 
the  defendants  to  desist  from  preparing,  making,  puttiug  up, 
offering  for  sale,  and  selling  said  imitation,  and  from  simulat- 
ing, counterfeiting,  imitating,  and  infringing  the  plaintiff's 
labels,  devices,  trade-marks,  and  wrappers  or  circulars,  and 
from  publishing  and  causing  to  be  published  in  the  newspapers 
of  this  state,  or  any  of  them,  the  advertisement  hereiubefcra 
referred  to,  or  any  similar  one,  and  from  shipping  any  of  said 
imitation,  and  carrying  and  offering  the  same  for  sale,  and  sell* 
ing  the  same  out  of  this  state,  yet  the  defendants  have  hereto- 
fore refused,  and  do  still  refuse  so  to  do,  but  threaten  to  con- 
tinue to  do  as  they  have  heretofore  done,  and  as  they  are 
hereinbefore  alleged  to  have  done. 

XII.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises  plaintiff  has  been  in- 
jured and  sustained  damage  to  the  amount  of dollars. 

XIII.  And  plaintiff  further  shows  that  he  is  without  any 

adequate  remedy  at  law  for  the  grievances,  wrongs^  injuries, 

and  frauds  so  practiced  upon  him  by  the  defendant  aforesaid, 

and  is  entirely  remediless  without  the  equitable  interposition 

of  the  courts. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.]^ 

§  2828.  Action  Lies. — An  injunction  may  be  granted  to 
restrain  the  use  of  a  trade-mark — e.  g. ,  to  restrain  the  publica- 
tion of  a  paper  under  the  same  name  as  the  paper  of  the  plaint- 
iff;' to  prevent  the  publication  of  private  correspondence;'  to 
restrain  parties  from  using  the  name  chosen  and  used  by 
plaintiff  for  his  inn.^  For  fraudulent  change  of  trade-mark, 
injunction  will  be  granted,^  and  mere  colorable  differences  will 
not  in  general  prevent  an  injunction  from  issuing."  The  court 
will  consider  whether  the  public  would  probably  be  deceived, 

'  This  was   the  complaint    in  the  2  Sandf.  605;  Coats  y.  Holbrook,  2 

case  of  Fish  v.  RcdJington,  31  Cal.  Sandf.  Ch.  586;  S.  C,  Id.  613;  Leather 

187,  and  is  ordinarily  too  lengthy  for  Cloth  Co.  v.  American  Leather  Cloth 

imitation.     It  is  given  because  it  pre-  Co.,  11  H.  L.  C.  523;  32  L.  J.  Ch.  100; 

senta  nearly  all  the  issues  which  it  is  35  Id.  53;^Blackwell  v.  Crabb,  30  Id. 

possible  for  a  bill  of  that  character  to  504;  Seixo  v.   Provezende,  L.   11.,  1 

present.  Ch.  App.  194;  Cope  v.  Evans,  L.  1?., 

*  Am.  Grocer  Pub.  Ass'n  v.  Grocer  18  Eq.  138;  Siegertv.  Findlater,  L.  11., 
Pub.  Co.,  51  How.  Pr.  402;  see  Bcil  7  Ch.  D.  801;  Ewin^  v.  Johnston,  13 
V.  Locke,  8  Paige  Ch.  75;  also  Penni-  Id.  434;  Mitchell  v.  Uenry,  15  Id.  ISl. 
man  v.  Briggs,  Hopk.  347.  *  Gillott   v.   Kettel,  3   Duer,   G26; 

^In  re  l^ng  Island  E.  K.  Co.,  3  Lemoino  v.  Ganton,  2  E.  D.  iSmith, 

Edw.  Ch.  515.  347. 

*  Howard  V.  lien riques,  3  Sandf.  725.  *  Williams  v.  Johnson,  2  Bosw.  6; 
As  to  infringement  of  trade-mark,  see  Clark  v.  Clark,  25  Barb.  78;  Brooklyu 
ccucrally:  Williams  v.  Johnson,  2  Lead  Co.  v.  Masury,  Id.  418;  Amos- 
Bosw.  1 ;  Brooklyn  etc.  Co.  v.  ^Mi-sury,  keag  Co.  v.  Speai*,  2  Sandf.  008. 

25  Barb.  417;  Amoskeag  Co.  t.  Spear, 
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rather  than  whether  manufacturers  could  distinguish,  if  the 
article  is  of  such  a  kind  that  the  public  would  be  apt  to  pur- 
chase upon  the  strength  of  the  trade-mark.^  Such  action  may 
be  maintained  without  alleging  or  proving  special  damages.' 
One  of  two  joint  owners  in  a  trade-mark  may  sue  separately  in 
respect  of  the  injury  caused  by  an  infringement.' 

§  2829.  Action  wlU  not  lAe.—Au  injunction  will  not  be 
granted  to  assist  a  wrong-doer — e,  <;. ,  to  a  plaintiff  who  is  him- 
self counterfeiting  another  man's  mark,  so  as  to  give  him  ex- 
clusive power  to  deceive;*  nor  in  case  plaintiff  is  in  any  wise 
imposing  by  fraudulent  statements  on  the  public  concerning 
the  matter.*  And  where  plaintiff  falsely  stamped  his  produc- 
tion with  the  word  "  patented,"  an  injunction  for  his  protection 
was  refused.*  But  in  a  case  where  the  article  had  really  been 
patented  and  the  patent  had  expired,  the  plaintiff  continuing 
the  use  of  the  old  label,  including  the  word  **  patented,"  this 
was  held*  justifiable,  and  no  ground  for  denying  an  injunction  for 
plaintiff's  benefit.^  And  the  plaintiff  may  even  use  a  fictitious 
name,  and  be  protected  in  it."  If  the  facts  are  doubtful,  or  if 
the  case  is  for  any  reason  not  a  clear  one,  injunction  should  not 
be  granted  before  a  verdict  upon  the  issues.'  But  security  may 
be  required  for  an  accounting.'^  The  registration  of  a  trade- 
mark under  the  act  of  congress,  on  articles  of  a  particular  kind 
onl}',  does  not  enable  the  person  so  registering  it  to  restrain  an- 
other person  from  using  such  trade-mark  upon  another  kind  of 
article  of  the  same  nature,  to  which  the  second  person  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  affixing  such  trade-mark  prior  to  the  regis- 
tration." 

§  2830.  Common-la^cr  Rule. — By  the  common  law,  the 
manufacturer  of  goods,  or  the  vendor  of  goods  for  whom  they 

^  Shrimpton  v.  Laiglit,  18  Bcav.  104.  Abb.  Pr.  156,  and  CJomstock  v.  White, 

'Iloilgers  V.  Novvill,  6  C.  B.  109;  N.  Y.  Trans.,  Feb.  17,  1800,  contra, 

Blofclcl  V.  Payne,  4  Burn.  &  Ad.  410;  'Flavcl  v.  Harrison,  10  Uare,  471, 

Singer  Co.  v.  Wilson,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  D.  472. 

434;  Brabam  v.  Beachim,  L.  R.,  7  Id.  Ml  Hare,  86. 

848.  «  Stewart  v.  Smithson,  1  Ililt.  121. 

»  Dent  V.  Turpin,  2  Johns.  &  H.  139;  •  Wolfe  v.  Goulard,  18  How.  Pr.  C9; 

Shechan  v.  G.  E.  K'y  Co.,  L.  11.,  10  Ch.  Samuel  v.  Berger,  4  Abb.  Pr.  88;  Id. 

D.  f)!).  IGl;  MciTimock  cti\  Co.  v.  Gamer, 

*  Samuel  v.  Berger,  4  Abb.  Pr.  88;  2  Id.  3*2o;  Amoskeagctc.  Co.  v.  Spear, 

Partridge  v.  Menck.  2  Sand.  Ch.  022;  2  Sandf.  018:  2  Phillipe.  150;  2Sandf. 

S.  C  ,  I  ilow.  App.  Cas.  548;  Stewart  Ch.  028;  39  Eng.  L.  k  Eq.  514;  S.  C, 

V.  Smilhson,  1  Hilt.  121.  4  Kny  &  J.  050. 

*II()bl)3  V.  Francais.  19  How.  Pr.  ^^l^ctridgo  v.  Merchant,  4  Abb.  Pr. 

571;4Abb.  Pr.l44;015eav.7G;Helm-  101;   Spottiswood  v.  Clarke,  2  Phil 

bold  V.  Hchnbold  Mfg.  Co.,  53  How.  lips,  1^. 

Pr.  453;  llennesy  v.  Wheeler,  51  Id.  "  Smith  v.  Reynolds,    13  Blatchf. 

457;  but  see  Fetridge  v.  Merchant,  4  458. 
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bave  been  manufactured,  baa  a  rigbt  to  desig'nate  tbem  by 
some  peculiar  name,  symbol,  figure,  letter,  form,  or  device, 
wbereby  they  may  be  known  in  the  market  as  bis  own,  and  be 
distinguished  from  other  like  goods,  manufactured  or  sold  by 
other  persons;  and,  when  original  with  him,  the  owner  of  such 
'  mark  will  be  protected  by  the  courts  in  its  exclusive  use,  but 
only  so  far  as  it  serves  to  indicate  the  origin  and  ownership  of 
the  goods  to  which  it  is  attached,  to  the  exclusion  of  any  sym- 
bols, figures,  and  combinations  of  words,  which  may  be  inter- 
blended  with  it,  indicating  their  name,  kind,  or  quality.^ 

§  2831.  Imitation  of  Liabel. — In  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  an  alleged  invasion,  by  imitation  of  the  plaintiff's 
trade-mark  for  the  sale  of  a  certain  washing-powder,  which  con- 
sisted of  a  highly  colored  picture  representing  a  wash-room, 
with  tubs,  baskets,  clothes-lines,  etc.;  also  the  following  legend 
interblended  on  it:  "  Standard  Soap  Company,  Erasive  Wash- 
ing Powder;"  followed  by  directions  for  the  use  of  the  **  wash- 
ing powder,"  and  the  place  of  manufacture,  the  alleged  imita- 
tion by  defendants  consisted  of  a  picture  and  label  which  were 
the  same  as  in  plaintiff's  alleged  trade-mark  only  in  the  use  of 
the  words  **  washing  powder,"  the  direction  for  the  use  of  the 
powders,  and  in  use  of  paper  of  the  same  color  as  that  used  by 
plaintiff;  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  constitute  an  infringe- 
ment of  plaintiff's  trade-mark.'  The  action  may  be  maintained 
against  the  vendor  of  the  simulated  article,  though  he  sells  it 
as  an  imitation.'  It  is  sufficient  to  show  the  fact  of  falsity,  and 
that  the  effect  will  necessarily  be  to  deceive.*  Where  a  party 
&as  a  right  to  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  a  trade-mark,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  him  to  show,  in  order  to  make  out  a  case  for  an 
injunction,  that  it  has  been  copied  in  every  particular  by  the 
defendant.  It  is  enough  that  the  representatives  employed 
bear  such  resemblance  to  his  as  to  be  calculated  to  mislead  the 
public  generally.^  But  the  similarity  must  be  sufficient  to 
amount  to  a  false  representation,  and  calculated  to  deceive  the 
public  generally.  When  ordinary  attention  on  the  part  of  cus- 
tomers will  enable  them  to  discriminate,  the  courts  will  not 
interfere.* 

§  2832.  Name,  Use  of. — A  manufacturer  will  be  protected 
in  the  use  of  his  own  name.^    And  so  if  defendant's  real  name 

.^Falkinburgv.  Lucy,  35Cal.  62.  ^  Walton   v.    Crowley,  3   Blatchf. 

» Id.  440. 

»C(>atsv.  Holbrook,2Sandf.Ch.586.  «  Popham  v.  Cole.  66  N.  Y.  69. 

*  Peterson  v.    Humphrey,   4  Abb.  •  Howe  v.  Searing,  19  IIow.  Pr.  14; 

Pr.  394.  but  sec,  contra,  1  Johns.  £ng.  1174. 
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be  used  in  such  a  manner  as  is  likely  to  mislead  and  deceive, 
an  injunction  will  be  allowed.  Thus,  where  a  botel  had  been 
kept  for  many  years  by  one  Love  joy,  and  after  his  death,  by 
other  persons  using  still  the  name  **  Lovejoy's  Hotel,"  another 
Lovejoy  opened  a  hotel  under  the  title  "Lovejoy  House,"  he 
was  restrained  from  so  doing.  So  where  the  "Irving  Hotel" 
was  opened  in  opposition  to  the  "Irving  House,"  and  where 
the  **  Original  What  Cheer  House"  was  opened  in  opposition 
to  the  "  What  Cheer  House,"  injunction  issued  restraining  the 
use  of  the  titles  **  Irving"  and  **  What  Cheer,"  respectively.* 

§  2833.  Origin,  not  Quality.— A  trade-mark  must  indicate 
origin,  not  quality.  So  any  words  of  common  use  in  connec- 
tion with  goods,  such  as  **  No.  1,"  "  premium,"  "best,"  etc., 
can  not  become  exclusive  property,  under  guise  of  a  trade- 
mark.' But  such  common  words  if  so  put  together,  in  form, 
color,  and  appearance,  that  they  are  likely  to  deceive,  will  be 
enjoined.' 

§  2834.  Ovmer  of  Vessel. — The  protection  of  a  court  of 
equity,  in  the  matter  of  injunction,  has  been  extended  to  the 
owners  of  lines  of  vehicles  connected  with  a  hotel;*  and  to 
hotel-keepers;^  and  to  proprietors  of  places  of  amusement;* 
and  to  the  proprietor  of  a  dining-saloon  whose  sign  was  coun- 
terfeited by  the  owner  of  a  neighboring  saloon;^  and  to  pub- 
lishers whose  publications  have  been  imitated." 

§  2835.  Prior  Use  of  Words.— Injunction  will  not  be 
granted  if  the  words  used  are  such  as  have  been  or  might  rea- 
sonably have  been  used  to  designate  the  article  before  plaintiff 
adopted  them  as  his.' 

§  2836.  Publication  of  Advertisement. — No  action  can 
be  maintained  to  restrain  the  publication  of  advertisements  of 
goods  unless  it  is  established  that  the  publication  is  malicious 
and  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  other  party;  if  made  to  ad- 
vance the  publisher's  own  sales,  and  upon  a  reasonable  claim 
that  he  has  the  right  which  he  asserts,  the  action  must  fail." 

» Woodward  v.  Lazar,  21  Cal.  448.  ^N.  Y.  Trans.,  Jan.  10,  1861. 

*  Amoskeag  Co.  v.  Spear,  2  Bandf.  *  Hogg  v.  Kirby,  8  Vcs.  215;  Bell  v. 
60G;  and  see  Stokes  v.  Landgraff,  17  Lock,  8  Paige,  7o;  Snowden  v.  Noah, 
Barb.  608.  Hopk.  347. 

*  Williams  v.  Johnson,  2  Bosw.  9.  •  Wolfe  v.  Goulard,  18  How.  Pr.  64; 
♦Stone  V.  Carlan,  3  Code  Rep.  68;    Burgess  v.  Burgess,  3  Do  G.,  M.  & 

Knott  V.  Morgan,  2  Keen,  213;  Marsh  G.  8U6;  Smith  v.  li^ynotus,  13Blatchf. 

V.  Billings,  7  Cash.  322.  458. 

*  Howard  v.  Henriques,  3  Sandf.  ^"The  Celluloid  Manfg.  Co.  v.  The 
725:  Woodward  v.  Lazar,  21  Cal.  448.  Goodyear  Dental  Vulcanite  Co.,  13 

6  Christy  v.  Murphy,  12  How.  Pr.    Bktclif.  375. 
77. 
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§  2837.  Same  Name. — Two  manufactarers  of  the  same 
name  must  use  their  names  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  deceive 
the  public.  Every  man  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  his  own  name, 
but  he  must  avoid  imitating  the  mark  of  another  beariug  the 
same  name.*  And  the  assignee  of  a  trade-mark  will  be  pro- 
tected under  the  same  rule,  either  against  another  person  of 
the  same  name,  or  against  the  assignor  himself.'  But  the 
legitimate  use,  by  any  man,  of  his  own  name  can  not  be  inter- 
fered with.* 

§  2838.    Allegation  In  Case  of  a  Periodical  Publication. 

Form  No,  64S. 

That  he  is  the  proprietor  and  publisher  of  a  newspaper  [or 
magazine,  or  other  periodical]  at ,  known  and  distin- 
guished as  [name  of  publication];  and  that  as  such  proprietor 

he  has  published  the  same  daily  [or  otherwise]  for  

years  last  past,  and  that  such  publication  has  been  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  those  through  whom  he  purchased  the  same,  as 
the  owners  and  proprietors  thereof,  since  the  original  establish- 
ment of  the  same  in  the  year ,  under  the  name  of 

§  2839.  Against  Purchaser  of  Goods,  and  for  Icjunction 
Restraining  Sale. 

Foi*m  No,  646, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  [Allege  sale  as  in  forms  Nos.  162  and  1G3.] 

II.  That  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  make  said  sale  and  deliv- 
ery, and  with  intent  to  defraud  him  of  said  goods,  the  defend- 
ant then  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  himself  to  the 

plaintiff  to  be  worth  .\ dollars,  over  and  above  all  his  just 

debts  and  liabilities,  when  in  truth  he  was  at  the  time  insolvent; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  induced  by  said  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations to  sell  and  deliver  to  the  defendant,  and  so  did  solely 
on  the  faith  thereof. 

III.  That  thereafter,  and  with  such  intent,  defendant  removed 
said  goods  to ,  and  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves, is  about  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  is  insolvent,  and,  as  the  plaintiff  is 
informed  and  believes,  a  judgment  against  him  will  be  unavail- 
ing and  worthless,  if  he  is  suffered  to  sell  and  dispose  of  said 
goods. 

1  Clark  V.  Clark,  25 Barb.  79;  Hodgera  3  Bam.  &  Cress.  641 ;  5  Dowl.  &  Ry. 

V.  Nowill,  3  De G.,  M.  &  G.  614;  Croft  292.  *  1  Johns.  Eng.  1/4. 

V.  Day,  7  Beav.  84;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,        •  Burgess  v.  Burcess,  3  De  G,  M. 

23  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  281;  Sykes  v.  Sykea,  &  G.  904;  17  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  2o7. 
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Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant, for  the  sum  of dollars,  with  interest  (hereon 

from  the  said day  of     ,  18 . . ,  and   that  the 

defendant  and  his  agents  be  enjoined  from  selling,  disposing  of, 
removiug,  or  in  any  wise  interfering  with  said  goods  or  an}'  of 
them,  until  such  judgment  be  full}'  satisfied. 

§  2840.    To  Restrain  Negotiation  of  Bill  or  Note. 

Form  No,  647. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  and  II.  [Allege  making  of  note,  as  in  form  No.  541.] 

III.  That  the  defendant  still  retains  said  note  in  his  posses- 
sion; and  though,  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the 

plaintiff  requested  him  to  deliver  it  up,  he  refused  so  to  do. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  be  enjoined  from  negotiating,  trans- 
ferring, or  enforcing  the  same. 

2.  That  it  be  delivered  up  and  canceled. 

3.  And  for  the  costs  of  this  action. 

§  2841.  Collection  of  Note. — Where  suit  is  pending  in  one 
court  on  a  note  of  defendant,  though  no  summons  has  been 
served  and  no  appearance  made,  he  can  not  bring  a  bill  in  equity 
in  another  court,  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  note,  or  to  can- 
cel it,  the  averment  being  simply  that  he  has  a  good  defense  to 
the  note.^  An  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  the 
collection  of  a  judgment  rendered  on  a  promissory  note,  for 
reasons  which  were  known  and  should  have  been  interposed  as 
a  defense  in  the  suit  on  the  note.'  Nor  will  an  injunction  be 
granted  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  a  suit  against  an  indorser 
where  the  note  has  been  paid  by  the  maker;  as  such  payment 
can  be  set  up  in  defense  to  the  action.' 

§  2842.    Interpleader. 

Form  No.  648. 
[Tttle.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  before  the  making  of  the  claims  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, one  A.  B.  deposited  with  the  plaintiff  [describe  the 
property]  for  [safe  keeping]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  C.  D.  claims  the  same  [under  an 
alleged  assignment  thereof  to  him  from  the  said  A.  B.] 

*  Smith  V.  Sparrow,  13  Cal.  596.  see  also  Chad  well  v.  Jordan,  2  Tenn. 

«  Beaudry  v.  Felch,  47  Cal.  183.  Ch.  635. 

»  Williams  v.  Stewart.  56  Ga.  663: 
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III.  That  tbe  defendant  E.  F.  also  claims  tbe  same  [under 
ED  order  of  the  said  A.  B.,  transferring  the  same  to  him  J. 

lY.  That  tbe  plaintiff  is  ignorant  of  the  respective  rights  of 
tbe  defendants. 

y.  That  he  has  no  claim  upon  the  said  property,  and  is  ready 
and  willing  to,  and  hereby  offers  to  deposit  the  same  in  court, 
or  to  deliver  tbe  same  to  such  persons  as  the  court  shall  direct. 

YI.  That  this  action  is  not  brought  by  collusion  with  either 
of  the  defendants. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendants  be  restained  by  injunction  from 
taking  any  proceedings  against  the  plaintiff  in  relation  thereto. 

2.  That  they  be  required  to  interplead  together  concerning 
their  claims  to  the  said  property. 

3.  That  some  person  be  authorized  to  receive  the  said  prop- 
erty pending  such  litigation. 

4.  That  upon  delivering  tbe  same  to  such  receiver  the  plaint- 
iff be  discharged  from  all  liability  to  either  of  the  defendants 
in  relation  thereto. 

5.  And  that  the  plaintiff's  costs  be  paid  out  of  the  same.' 

§  2843.  By  Tenant.— Where  a  tenant  finds  that  there  are 
claimants  to  the  property,  he  should  file  a  bill  of  interpleader, 
making  all  the  adverse  claimants  parties  thereto,  and  offer  to 
pay  the  rents  into  court  to  abide  the  ultimate  decision  of  the 
case.' 


CHAPTER  VI. 

SPECIFIC   PERFORMANCE. 

§  2844.    Piiroh€iser  against  Vendor. 

Fcyrm  No.  649, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  the  defendant  was,  on  or  before  tbe day  of 

» 18. .,  seized  and  possessed  of  a  certain  tract  of  land, 

situated  in ,  and  bounded  and  described  as  follows,  to 

wit  [describe  land]. 

II.  That  on  said  day  the  plaintiff  and  said  defendant  entered 
into  a  written  contract  of  lease,  whereby  said  defendant  did 
grant,  demise,  and  to  farm  let  said  tract  of  laud  to  this  plaintiff 
for  the  term  of .'.  years  thereafter,  to  be  fully  completed 

*  The  above  form  is  from  Abbott's  Forms,  No.  060, 

*  McDevitt  V.  Sullivan,  8  Cal.  692. 
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and  ended,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of dollars, 

monthly  rent  of  saiil  premises,  to  be  paid  therefor  by  the 
plaintiff  to  said  defendant. 

III.  That  in  and  by  said  contract  of  lease,  and  as  a  pari 
thereof,  it  was  farther  covenanted  and  agreed  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  the  privilege  of  purchasing  said  lot  or  tract  of  land, 

on  or  before  the  expiration  of  said  lease,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  which  said  covenant 
or  agreement  in  said  lease  contained,  and  as  part  thereof  as 
aforesaid,  is  as  follows  [insert  copy  of  covenant]. 

rV.  That  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
said  lease,  entered  into  and  was  in  the  sole  possession  thereof 
up  to  the  present  time,  and  is  now  in  possession  thereof,  and 
during  said  time  he  has  made  valuable  improvements  thereon, 
to  wit,  of  the  value  of dollars. 

Y.  And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  he  duly  performed 
all  the  conditions  of  said  lease  on  his  part  to  be  performed,  and 

on  the day  of ,  18 . .  i  which  day  was  previous  to 

the  expiration  of  said  lease,  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  said  de- 
fendant the  sum  of dollars,  in  gold  coin  of  the  United 

States,  and  demanded  from  him  a  conveyance  of  said  premises, 
and  requested  him  specifically  to  perform  bis  said  covenant  or 
agreement  to  convey  to  him  said  tract  or  lot  of  land,  but  that 
be  refused  and  ever  since  has  refused  and  still  refuses  bo  to  do. 

YI.  And  plaintiff  avers  that  ever  since  said  tender  made  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  has  re- 
mained and  still  is  ready  and  willing  to  pay  to  the  defendant 

the  said  sum  of dollars  in  gold  coin  aforesaid,  and*  now 

brings  the  same  into  this  court  for  that  purpose,  and  has  always 
been  and  now  is  ready  and  willing  to  receive  a  conveyance  of 
said  premises. 

YII.  And  plaintiflf  avers  that  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the 
covenant  to  convey  on  the  part  of  the  defen4aDt  hereinbefore 
set  out,  and  of  his  failure  to  specifically  perform  the  same, 
plaintiff  has  suffered  damages  in  the  sum  of dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  said  covenant  so  made  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  hereinbefore  set  out,  may  be  specifically  performed, 
and  that  said  defendant  be  adjudged  to  sell  and  convey  the  said 
premises  to  the  plaintiff,  and  to  execute  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  thereof  to  liim,  on  payment  by  the  said  plaintiff  of  the 
amount  of  the  purchase  money  aforesaid. 

2.  That  the  said  defendant  be  adjudged  to  account  and  paj 
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to  the  plaintiff  the  damages  he  has  sustained  in  such  event,  to 

wit,  the  sum  of dollars,  or  for  such  other  or  further 

relief  as  to  the  court  may  seem  just.' 
§  2815.    The  Same— Short  Form. 

Form  No,  650, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  ....   day  of ,  18. . ,  the  defendant 

was  seised  in  fee  simple  of  certain  real  property,  described  iu 
the  agreement  hereinafter  mentioned. 

II.  That  on  the  same  day  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered 
into  an  agreement  under  their  hands  and  seals,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  and  defendant  agreed  to  sell,  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  agreement,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  [copy  agreement]. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff 

tendered doUara  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  a  con- 
veyance of  the  said  property.  [If  other  conditions  were 
imposed  upon  plaintiff,  aver  performance,  or  offer  to  perform.] 

lY.  That  the  defendant  has  not  executed  such  conveyance. 
Y.  That  the  plaintiff  is  still  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  pur- 
chase money  of  the  said  property  to  the  defendant. 
Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  execute  to  the  plaintiff  a  sufficient  con- 
veyance of  the  said  property  [following  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment]. 

2.  For dollars  damages  for  withholding  the  same. 

§  2846.  Purchaser  against  Exeoutor  or  Administrator 
of  Vendor. 

Form  No,  651. 
[Title.] 

Plaintiff  complains  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of >  18.  .>  one  John  Doe 

was  the  owner  of  that  certain  tract  of  land,  situated  in . : , 

and  bounded  and  described  as  follows  [describe  land]. 

II.  That  on  said  day  the  said  John  Doe  made,  executed,  and 
delivered  to  plaintiff  an  instrument  in  writing  for  the  sale  of 
said  land,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  [set  out  agreement.] 

III.  That  the  sum  of dollars,  as  set  forth  and  men- 
tioned in  said  instrument,  was  and  is  a  just,  fair,  and  adequate 
consideration  and  price  for  the  land  therein  described. 

lY.  That,  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  agreement,  and  with 

^  For  the  provisions  of  the  Califomia    i>erformance,  see  aecs.  3384-3395,  and 
Civil  Code  on  the  subject  of  speciiio    also  sec.  340*2. 
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the  knowledge  and  consent  of  said  John  Doe,  plaintiff  entered 
into  the  possession  of  said  land,  and  made  valuable  improve- 
ments tbereon,  aggregating  in  value  the  sum  of dollars; 

and   that   ever    since    the day   of ,   18. . ,    the 

plaintiff  has  been  and  is  novr  in  the  actual  possession  of  said 
land  and  improvements. 

V.  [Allege  death  of  vendor,  and  the  appointment  of  the  de- 
fendant administrator  or  executor.] 

YI.  That,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  said  John  Doe,  the 
purchase  money  for  the  said  land  had  not  become  due  or  pay- 
able under  the  terms  of  said  instrument. 

VII.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff 

tendered  to  said  administrator  [or  executor]  the  full  amount  of 
the  purchase  price  for  said  land,  and  demanded  of  him  the 
execution  and  delivery  to  plaintiff  of  a  good  and  sufiQcient  deed 
of  said  land,  but  that  said  administrator  [or  executor]  declined 
and  refused,  and  still  does  decline  and  refuse  so  to  do. 

VIII.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  and  while  pro- 
ceedings were  pending  in  the  superior  court  of county, 

for  the  settlement  of  the  estate  of  said  John  Doe,  deceased,  plaint- 
iff filed  in  and  presented  to  said  superior  court  his  verified  peti- 
tion for  an  order  of  said  court,  authorizing  and  requiring  said 
administrator  [or  executor]  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  said  land 
to  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  said  written  instru- 
ment. 

IX.  That  thereafter,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the 

said  petition  came  on  for  hearing  by  said  superior  court,  and 

thereafter,  on  the   .  •  •  •  day  of   >  18. .,  the  said  court 

rendered  its  decision,  and  did  then  and  there  dismiss  without 
prejudice  plaintiff's  said  petition  and  all  proceedings  there- 
under. 

X.  That  the  defendant,  Mary  Doe,  is  the  widow,  and  the  de- 
fendants, James  Doe  and  Charles  Doe,  are  the  children  of  the 
said  John  Doe,  deceased,  and  are,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and 
believes,  necessary  parties  to  a  full  determination  of  the  matters 
hereiu  set  forth. 

XI.  That  the  plaintiff  has  performed  all  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  said  agreement  on  his  part,  and  has  been  always 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  said  purchase  price,  and  is  now  ready 
and  willing,  upon  the  order  of  this  court,  to  pay  into  court  the 
amount  due  to  the  estate  of  John  Doe,  deceased,  therefor, 
upon  the  execution  and  delivery  by  defendants  of  a  good  and 
sufficient  deed  of  said  land.     Wherefore  plaintiff  prays,  that  on 
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the  payment  of  the  amount  due  as  the  purchase  money  of  the 
said  piece  and  parcel  of  land,  or  the  deposit  of  said  amount  in 
court  by  plaintiff,  defendants  be  directed  and  required  to  make, 
execute,  and  deliver  to  plaintiff  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of 
the  same;  and  that  in  the  event  of  their  neglect  or  failure  so  to 
do  within  a  time  to  be  fixed  by  the  court,  then  that  the  clerk 
thereof,  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  master  in  chancery,  be  ap- 
pointed, authorized,  and  directed  by  the  court  to  make,  execute, 
and  deliver  said  deed  to  plaintiff.* 

§  2847.  Adequate  Relief— Presumptions. — It  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  transfer  real  prop- 
erty can  not  be  adequately  relieved  by  pecuniary  compensation, 
and  that  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  transfer  personal  prop- 
erty can  be  thus  relieved.*  A  party  seeking  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  personal  property  must  state, 
in  his  complaint,  the  peculiar  facts  upon  which  he  relies  to  take 
his  case  out  of  the  general  rule  that  such  contracts  will  not  be 
specifically  enforced.' 

§  2848.  Award— When  Speoifleally  Enforced.— -Courts 
of  equity  may  enforce  a  specific  performance  of  an  award  re- 
specting real  estate.^  But  specific  performance  of  a  mere 
agreement  to  submit  to  arbitration  will  not  be  decreed.^  While 
a  court  will  not  decree  specific  performance  of  agreement  to 
appoint  arbitrators  or  appraisers  to  fix  the  value  at  which  prop- 
erty is  to  be  sold,  yet  where  there  has  been  an  acquiescence  in 
the  agreement,  or  such  part  performance  that  it  would  be  in- 
equitable not  to  enforce  the  execution  of  such  a  provision,  the 
court  will  ascertain  what  is  the  fair  value.^ 

§  2849.  Ck>llateral  Security — ^Agreement  for,  -when  En- 
forced.— Specific  execution  of  an  agreement  to  give  collateral 
security  may  be  decreed.^  Special  rules  are  applicable  to  com- 
mutative contracts  in  Louisiana.^ 

§  2850.  Conditional  Contract. — C.  agreed  in  writing  to 
convey  to  F.  an  undivided  interest  in  a  mining  claim,  upon  the 
fulfillment  of  certain  specified  conditions  to  be  thereafter  per- 
formed by  F.,  and  let  F.  into  possession.  Thereafter,  on  the 
failure  of  C.  to  convey  as  stipulated,  F.,  who  was  at  the  time 

^  This  form  was  approved  in  Hall  v.  tas,  16  Abb.  Pr.  205;  Kelso  v.  Kelly, 

Rice,  1  West  Coast  Kep.  346.  1  Daly,  419. 

2  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3387.  '  Buxton  v.  Lister,  3  Atk.  383;  2 

'  Scnter  v.  Davis,  38  Cal.  450.  Com.  Dig.  340;  Robinson  v.  Cathcart, 

*  McNeil  V.  Magee,  5  Mason,  244.  2  Cranch  C.  C.  590. 

*Tobey    v.   County  of    Bristol,  3  *Se©  Hyde  v.   Booraem,  16  Pet, 

Stor>'  C.  C.  800.  169. 
'  Jerem.  Eq.  442;  Dunnell  v.  Ketel- 
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out  of  possession,  brought  ejectment  in  the  usual  form  to  re- 
cover the  same;  it  was  held  that  ejectment  would  not  lie,  but 
that  the  appropriate  remedy  of  F.  was  b}'  action  for  specific 
performance,  and  as  incidental  thereto,  a  delivery  of  posses- 
sion.* If  one  who  has  agreed  to  convey  lands  with  release  of 
dower  is  unable  to  procure  a  release  of  dower,  the  purchaser 
is  entitled  to  a  conveyance  without  such  release  of  dower,  with 
an  abatement  from  the  purchase  money  of  the  wife's  interest  at 
the  time  of  the  conveyance.' 

§  2851.  Conditions  Precedent. — An  instrument  purporting 
to  be  a  grant  of  real  property,  to  take  effect  upon  condition 
precedent,  passes  the  estate  upon  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion.' Notice  by  one  party  that  he  will  not  perform  entities 
the  other  to  enforce  performance  without  offering  to  perform 
on  his  part.^  Impossible  and  unlawful  conditions  are  void.^ 
Conditions  involving  a  forfeiture  must  be  strictly  construed 
against  one  for  whose  benefit  it  is  created.'  "Where  the  pur- 
chaser covenants  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  and  the  vendor 
covenants  to  convey  at  the  time  of  payment,  the  contract  is 
mutual  and  dependent,  and  neither  can  sue  without  averring 
performance,  or  an  offer  to  perform.^  Where  the  purchase 
money  is  payable  in  installments,  and  the  conveyance  to  be 
executed  on  the  last  day  of  payment,  or  on  payment  of  the 
whole  price,  or  at  any  previous  day,  the  covenants  to  pay  the 
Bums  falling  due  before  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  are  in- 
dependent covenants.®  But  those  falling  due  after  the  day  for 
execution  of  the  conveyance  are  dependent.* 

§  2852.  Contract  must  be  Certain. — The  performance  of 
a  contract  must  be  decreed  according  to  its  terms."  And  speci- 
fic performance  will  not  be  decreed  unless  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract are  clear,  definite,  and  positive."  Courts  of  equity  will 
not  attempt  to  enforce  vague  and  shadowy  claims." 

§  2853.  Contract  must  be  Complete.— Specific  performance 
will  not  be  decreed  if  it  be  doubtful  whether  an  agreement  has 
been  concluded,  especially  if  the  party  has  done  nothing  under  it." 

1  Felger  v.  Coward,  35  Cal.  650.  Smitli's  Lead.  Caa.;  note  to  Cutter  v. 

» Davis  V.  Parker,  14  Allen.  94;  see  Powell,  p.  22;   Hill  v.  Grigsby,  35 

Hawralty  v.  \A'arreu,  3  C.  E.  Green,  Cal.  650;  Rourke  v.  McLaughlin,  38 

124.  Id.  196. 

»  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1110.  »»  Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  1  Wheat.  179; 

*Id.,  sec.  1440.  Bowcn  v.  Waters,  2  Paine,  1;  Oakley 

^  Id.,  sec.  1441.  V.  Ballard,  Uempst.  475. 

«Id.,  sec.  1442.  i»  Kendall  v.  Almy,  2  Sumn.  278; 

■  Hill  V.  GrigBby,  35  Cal.  656.  Agard  v.  Valencia,  39  Cal.  292. 

8  Id.  1'^  Doe  V.  Culvei  well,  35  Iil.  291. 

•Bean    v.   Atwater,  4  Conn.  3;  2  " Carr  v.  Duval,  14  Pet.  77. 


§  2854.  SPECIFIC   PERFORMANCE.  335 

§  2854.  Contract  must  be  Mutual. — ^Neitber  party  to  an 
obligation  can  be  compelled  specifically  to  perform  it  unless 
the  other  party  thereto  has  performed,  or  is  compellable  spe- 
cifically to  perform,  everything  to  which  the  former  is  entitled 
under  the  same  obligation,  either  completely  or  nearly  so,  to- 
gether with  full  compensation  for  any  want  of  entire  perform- 
ance.* A  contract  to  be  obligatory  on  either  party  must  be 
mutual  and  reciprocal.*  Performance  will  not  be  decreed  where 
only  a  part  of  the  vendors  are  bound  for  the  title,  and  there  is 
a  want  of  mutuality.'  But  the  contract  becomes  mutual  by  the 
act  of  filing  the  complaint  where  the  action  is  brought  against 
the  one  who  signs  the  memorandum.^  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  written  agreement  should  be  signed  by  the  party  seeking  to 
enforce  it.  If  the  agreement  is  certain,  fair,' and  just  in  all  its 
parts,  and  signed  by  the  party  sought  to  be  charged,  that  is 
sufficient;  the  want  of  mutuality  is  no  objection  to  its  enforce- 
ment.^ It  is  of  no  consequence  if  the  note  or  memorandum 
purports  to  be  in  the  language  of  the  vendor  or  the  vendee,  or 
both.  If  it  purports  to  be  in  the  language  of  the  vendee,  it  is 
none  the  less  a  note  or  memorandum  stating  the  names  of  the 
parties,  and  expressing  the  consideration.  By  subscribing  such 
a  note  or  memorandum,  the  vendor  vouches  for  the  truth  of  the 
facts  therein  stated,  and  if  need  be  adopts  it  as  his  own."  It 
thereupon  ceases  to  be  the  separate  statement  of  the  vendee, 
and  becomes  the  -joint  act  of  both.^  An  ex  parte  or  unilateral 
statement  or  proposition  will  not  raise  a  contract;  but  such  a 
memorandum  is  not  such  a  unilateral  statement,  since  it  is  but 
a  statement  of  what  has  already  transpired  by  one  party,  shown 
by  him  expressly,  and  by  the  other,  by  implication  and  assent 
to;  by  the  latter,  by  the  act  of  subscribing  his  name.*  It  is  a 
statement  as  evidence  of  a  contract  alread}**  made^  and  not  a 
mere  proposition  to  sell  or  buy;  a  mere  memorandum  to  satisfy 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and  it  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  for  it 
shows  a  sale  and  the  parties  to  it,  expresses  the  consideration, 
and  is  subscribed  by  both  parties.'  If  the  language  of  the  note 
should  be,  H.  has  purchased  from  J.,  it  would  include  the 

>  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3380.  Hunter,   1   Edw.   Cli.   1 ;   Wright  v. 

«  Doe  V.  CalverwcU,  So  Cal.  '291.  Hart,  10  Wcml.  460;  White  v.  «chuy- 

'  Benedict  v.  Lynch,  1  Johns.  Ch.  Icr,  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  300;  S.  C,  31 

370;  Bronaon  v.  Cahill,  4  McLean,  19.  How.  Pr.  38;    Vasaault  v.  Edwards, 

*  See  Grant  v.  Johnson,  5  N.  Y.  -240;  43  Cal.  458;   Borol  v.  Mead,  1  West 

Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  250;  Rogers  v.  Coast  Pvcp.  614. 

Saunders,  10  Mc.  92;  Coleman  v.  Up-  «  Joseph  v.  Holt,  37  Cal.  250. 

cot,  5  Viner,  527;  Owen  v.  Da  vies,  1  ^Id. 

Ves.  sen.  82.  « Id. 

*2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  736;  In  ro  »Id 
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statement  of  both  a  purchase  by  H.  and  a  sale  by  J.,  since  the 
e^cpression,  I  (H.)  have  purchased  from  J.,  includes  the  equiva- 
lent expression,  J.  has  sold  ta  me  (H.)^  A  party  who  has 
signed  a  written  contract  may  be  compelled  specifically  to  per- 
form it,  though  the  other  party  has  not  signed  it,  if  the  latter 
has  performed  or  offers  to  perform  it  on  his  part,  and  the  case 
is  otherwise  proper  for  enforcing  specific  performance.* 

§  2855.  Contract  must  be  Reasonable. — Specific  perform- 
ance will  not  be  enforced  where  the  contract  is  unreasonable, 
or  where  from  surprise  it  is  inequitable  to  enforce  its  execution;' 
or  where  the  contract  is  one  of  great  hardship.^  Mere  excess 
of  price  over  value, ^  or  mere  inadequacy  of  price,  does  not  fur- 
nish cause  for  dismissal  of  the  bill.' 

§  2856.  Contract  to  Release  Mortgage. — ^A  party  who  is 
entitled  to  a  specific  execution  of  an  agreement  to  release  the 
land  from  the  lien  of  a  mortgage  may  maintain  a  suit  for  that 
purpose,  notwithstanding  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  he  had 
conveyed  away  the  land,  such  conveyance  being  with  warranty.' 
An  agreement  that  the  holder  of  a  second  mortgage  should 
foreclose  his  mortgage,  and  if  he  should  buy  at  the  foreclo- 
sure, pay  a  sum  on  account  of  the  first  mortgage,  may  be  'en- 
forced.* 

§  2b57.  Contract  to  Transfer  Stock. — The  agreement  to 
transfer  stock  may  be  enforced  where  the  contract  to  convey  is 
clear,  and  the  uncertain  value  of  the  stock  renders  it  difficult 
to  do  justice  by  an  award  of  damages.' 

§  2858.  Construction  of  Contracts — Time. — It  is  impos- 
sible to  prescribe  any  general  and  uniform  rule  by  which  the 
question  whether  the  time  within  which  an  act  is  to  be  per- 
formed is  of  the  essence  of  the  agreement,  but  each  case  must 
be  decided  upon  its  own  circumstances.^^    The  general  rule  of 

>  Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  250.  son  Canal  Co.,  31  N.  Y.  91;  Brack  v. 

I  California  Civil  Code,  sec.  3388;  Tucker,  42  Cal.  347. 

Bee  also  Ballard  V.  Carr,  48  Cal.  74.  ^Malius  v.  Brown,  4  N.  Y.  403; 

»  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  .3391,  sub.  2;  Bennett  v.  Abrams,  41  Barb.  619. 

Bowen  V.  Waters,  2  Paine,  I ;  Thomp-  "  Livingston  v.    Painter,   19   Abb. 

Bon  V.  Todd,  1  Pet.  C.  C.  380;  Surget  Pr.  28;  28  How.  Pr.  517;  43  Barb. 

V.  £yers,   Hompst.    715;    Agard    v.  270;  see  also  McLallen  v.  Jones,  20 

Valencia,  39  Cal.  292.  N.  Y.  162. 

*  King  V.  Hamilton,  4  Pet.  311.  »  Phillips  v.  Berger,  2  Barb.  609;  2 

*  Cathcart  v.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  264;  Story's  Eq.,  sees.  716,  718;  White  v. 
2  Brock.  Marsh,  1S5.  Schuyler,  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  300;  31 

«  Krwin  v.  Parham,  12  How.  197;  How.  Pr.  38;  Clark  v.  Flint,  22  Pick, 

but  see  Civil  Code,  sec.  :i391,  subdiv.  231;  Leach  v.  Forbes,  11  Gray,  506; 

1.     In  what  cases  specific  perform-  Todd  v.  Taft,  7  Allen,  371. 
ance  maybe  enforced,  see  Pennsyl-       *•  St.  r  1.- v.  Bi-anch,  40  Cal.  4. 
vania  Coal  Co.  v.  Delaware  and  Huu- 
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equity  is  that  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract.'  Tbus, 
under  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land,  by  which  the  purchase 
price  was  to  be  paid  from  **  time  to  time  as  the  vendee  earned 
it,"  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  agreement,  and  a  failure  to 
make  payments  as  the  same  were  earned  will  not  defeat  the 
vendee's  right  to  a  specific  performance  when  the  vendor  ac- 
quiesced in  the  dela}'.' 

§  2859.  Covenant  to  Renevr. — A  court  of  equity  can  com- 
pel the  specific  performance  of  an  absolute  covenant  to  renew 
a  lease,  at  a  rent  to  be  fixed  by  arbitrators.'  On  a  lease  from 
W.  to  H.  was  indorsed,  '*  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  said 
term,  H.  shall  have  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  whole  of 
said  premises,"  at  a  fixed  price.  H.  brought  a  bill  demanding 
a  marketable  title.  W.'s  wife  refused  to  join  in  the  convey* 
auce,  but  no  collusion  with  her  husband  was  shown;  it  was 
held  that  W.  was  not  bound  to  indemnify  H.  against  his  wife's 
claim,  and  specific  performance  was  refused.^  Where  a  lease 
gives  the  lessee  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  land  on  certain 
terms,  the  privilege  is  limited  to  the  whole  land,  and  the  lessee, 
or  a  purchaser  from  him  of  a  portion  of  the  land,  can  not  claim 
the  right  to  buy  that  portion.* 

§  2860.  Demand. — It  is  held  that  a  reasonable  time  must 
be  given  after  a  demand  to  prepare  a  deed,  and  by  the  allega- 
tion of  a  second  demand  the  reasonable  time  may  be  shown.' 
But  if  the  vendor  on  the  first  demand  positively  refuses,  no 
further  demand  is  necessary.^  In  an  action  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  trust,  by  the  execution  of  a  deed,  a  demand 
therefor  before  suit  is  only  material  as  affecting  costs.^ 

§  2861.  Departure  from  Contract. — Trivial  departures  from 
the  contract  will  not  affect  the  right  to  enforcement  of  a  specific 
performance.' 

§  2862.  Grantor  to  Prepare  Deed.— It  is  the  duty  of  the 
grantor  to  prepare,  execute,  and  deliver  the  deed;  the  grantee 
need  do  no  more  than  tender  the  purchase  money. ^" 

'  Steele  v.  Branch,  40  Cal.  4;  see  see,  as  to  effect  of  such  a  covenant, 

Gi-ey  V.  Tubbs,  43  Cal.  359;  Vassault  De  Rutte  v.  Muldrow,  10  Iil.  505. 

V.  Edwards,  Id.  458;  Hearst  v.  Pujol,  ^Lutweller  v.  Linnell,  12  Barb.  512; 

44  Id.  230:  see  also  Cal.  Civil  Code,  Connelly  v.  Pierce,  7  Wend.  130;  Full- 

sees.  1490-1492,  1657.  er  v.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  17. 

*  Day  V.  Cohn,  3  West  Coast  Rep.  'Carpenter  v.  Brown,  6  Barb.  147; 
677.  Diiggs  V.  Dwight,.  17  Wend.  74. 

'  Johnson  v.  Conger,  14  Abb.  Pr.         ^  Jones  v.  City  of  Petaluma,  36  CaL 
195.  230. 

*  Hawralty   v.   Warren,   3    C.  E.        *  Socombe  v.  Steele,  20  How.  94. 
Green,  124.  ^^  Morgan  v.  Stearns,  40  Cal.  434. 

^Hitchcock  v.  Page,  14  Cal.  440; 
EvTKs,  Vol.  11—22 
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§  2863.  Gold  and  Silver  Coin. — A  contract  to  pay  money 
in  gold  and  silver  coin  can  not  be  specially  enforced,  nor  can 
any  other  damages  be  recovered  upon  its  breach,  except  in- 
terest.' So  of  an  award  to  pay  in  gold  coin.'  The  rule  is 
different  in  California,  if  the  memorandum  provides  for  pay- 
ment in  gold  and  silver  coin.  Where  a  party  ivho  has  executed 
a  deed  to  lands  to  secure  the  performance  of  his  agreement, 
not  in  writing,  as  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money  in  gold  coin, 
and  who  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  deed 
declared  a  mortgage,  and  to  be  permitted  to  redeem  and  have 
a  conveyance  of  the  land,  ought  to  be  held  to  a  full  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  conveyance,  and  this  by  no  construction  of  the  specific  con- 
tract act,  but  by  the  application  of  the  maxim  that  "  he  who 
seeks  equity  should  do  equity."' 

§  2864.  Imposing  Terms. — When  it  would  be  unconscien- 
tious to  enforce  a  specific  performance  according  to  the  letter, 
it  may  be  refused,  unless  the  complainant  will  comply  with  cer- 
tain modifications/ 

§  2865.  Inability  to  Make  Title.— Where  the  Tendor  could 
not  make  a  good  title,  he  can  not  enforce  the  specific  perfoim- 
ance  of  the  contract  by  the  vendee.^  And  his  ability  to  make 
title  must  be  unquestionable.^  And  the  title  must  be  to  all  the 
lands  embraced  in  the  contract.'  But  where  there  is  simply  a 
deficiency  in  quantity,  a  specific  performance  may  be  decreed 
upon  the  principle  of  compensation." 

§  2866.  Jurisdiction. — A  bill  quia  timet,  and  to  enforce  the 
specific  execution  of  an  agreement,  lies  only  where  there  is  no 
adequate  remedy  at  law.  But  where  the  damages  resulting 
from  a  breach  of  such  agreement  are  susceptible  of  precise  ad- 
measurement, equity  will  not  take  jurisdiction  unless  there  are 
some  peculiar  equitable  circumstances.*  The  execution  of  a 
contract  fairly  and  legally  entered  into  is  one  of  the  peculiar 
branches  of  equity  jurisdiction ;  and  a  court  of  equity  will  com- 
pel a  deliquent  party  to  perform  the  agreement  according  to 


*  Wilson  V.  Morgan,  1  Abb.  Pr., 
N.  S.,  174;  S.  C,  30  How.  Pr.  386. 

*Howe  V.  Nickerson,  14  Allen, 
400;  see  TufTts  v.  Plymouth  Gold 
Miu.  Co.,  Id.  407.  . 

»  Cowing  V.  Rogers,  34  Cal.  648. 

*  Mechanics*  Bank  of  Alexandria 
V.  Lynn,  1  Pet.  376. 

'"  iSteveuson  v.  Buxton,  15  Abb.  Pr. 
352;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  2  Wheat. 


290;  Watts  v.  Waddle,  6  Pet.  389, 
affirming  1  McLean,  200. 

^  Gamett  v.  Bacon,  2  Brock.  Marsh. 
185. 

^  Hepburn  v.  Auld,  5  Cranch,  262; 
Sohier  v.  Williams,  1  Curtis  C.  C.  479. 

*  Hepburn  v.  Auld,  5  Cranch,  262. 
As  to  where  there  is  an  excess  of  land, 
see  King  v.  Hamilton,  4  Pet.  311. 

»  White  V.  Fratt>  13  Cal.  525. 
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its  terms  and  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties.^  And  the 
jurisdiction  having  once  attached,  the  court  will  go  on  and  do 
complete  justice.'  But  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract  re- 
specting a  chattel  will  not  be  enforced  in  equity,  unless  it  clearly 
appears  that  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law.'  Specific  per- 
formance will  be  decreed  whenever  the  parties,  or  the  subject- 
matter,  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  court 
to  enforce  its  decree,  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  coui*t.^ 
Jurisdiction  depends  upon  the  question  whether  the  breach 
admits  of  adequate  compensation  in  damages.^  If  non-per- 
foiTuance  will  embarrass  the  plaintiff  in  his  business  plans,  or 
involve  him  in  a  loss  which  a  jury  can  not  estimate  with  any 
degree  of  certainty,  specific  performance  should  be  decreed.* 

§  2867.  liand  Sutject  to  Trust.— The  owner  of  the  equity 
of  redemption  of  land  took  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to 
himself,  ''  trustee,  and  his  heirs  and  assigns."  After  his  death 
defendant  agreed  to  buy  the  land  of  his  heirs,  upon  the  delivery 
of  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,  free  from  all  incumbrances.  It 
was  held  that  without  a  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  or  proof 
that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  a  trust,  the  heirs  could  not 
compel  specific  performanoe.' 

§  2868.  liimitatioDS. — In  an  action  for  specific  perform- 
ance, the  plaintiff,  after  a  decree  in  his  favor  which  does  not 
designate  the  time  for  performance,  may  demand  it's  enforce* 
ment  at  any  time  until  the  statute  of  limitations  becomes  avail- 
able by  his  adversary.' 

§  2869.  •  Liquidation  of  Damages  not  a  Bar. — A  contract 
otherwise  proper  to  be  specifically  enforced  may  be  thus  en- 
forced, though  a  penalty  is  imposed,  or  the  damages  are  liqui- 
dated for  its  breach,  and  the  party  in  default  is  willing  to  pay 
the  same.'  Thus  a  contract  reserving  to  the  vendor  the  privi- 
lege of  foreclosing  all  the  rights  of  the  vendee,  in  case  of  hia 
non-payment  of  the  purchase  price,  may  be  specifically  enforced. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  the  vendor  to  resort  to  the  remedy  of 
foreclosure." 

§  2870.    Memorandum  must  be  in  Writing. — The  statute 

^  Hunt  V.  Rousmaniere,  1  Pet.  1.  *  Senter  v.  Davis,  38  Cal.  460. 

'Cathcartv.  Robinson,  6  Pet.  264;  'Id. 

Clarke  v.  White,  12  Id.  178.  '  Sturtevant  v.    Jaques,  14  Allen, 

3  Senter    v.    Davis,   38    Gal.    450;  523. 

Eoimdtree  v.  McLain,  Hempet.  245.  ^  Redington  v.  Chase,  34  Cal.  666. 

Cases  in  which  and  upon  what  grounds  'Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3389;  Borel 

a  court  of  equity  will  entertain  a  bill:  y.  Mea<l,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  614. 

Tufts  V.  Tufts,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  456.  >o^Vood  v.  Mastick,  2  West  Coast 

*  Rourkc  V.  McLaughlin,   38  Cal.  Rep.  549- 
106. 
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of  frauds  requires  the  contract,  or  some  note  or  memoraDdum 
thereof,  to  bo  in  writing,  thus  recognizing  a  diflference  between 
the  contract  itself  and  the  written  evidence  which  Ihe  statute 
requires/  If  tbe  instrument  be  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the 
one  who  is  sought  to  be  charged,  equity  will  treat  such  agree- 
ments as  specialties.'  Specific  performance  of  a  parol  contract 
was  refused  for  want  of  clear,  definite,  and  conclusive  proofs  of 
the  contract,  delivery  of  peaceful  and  uninterrupted  possession, 
or  valuable  improvements  made  on  the  premises  iu  question.' 

§  2871.  Minor  Heirs. — Where  the  vendor  dies  and  the  land 
descends  to  his  heirs,  some  of  whom  are  minors,  the  remedy  of 
the  purchaser  is  by  applying  to  the  court  for  an  order  of  specific 
performance  by  the  minors.*  A  purchaser  at  an  executor's  sale 
of  real  estate,  under  an  order  of  court,  who  has  paid  the  consid- 
eration, may  compel  heirs  of  deceased  to  make  a  title.^ 

§  2872.  Parol  Contract,  vrhen  Enforceable. — A  parol 
promise  by  the  owner  of  land  to  give  it  to  another,  accompanied 
by  actual  possession  thereof  by  him,  will  be  enforced  in  equity 
by  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  when  the  promisee,  in- 
duced by  such  promise,  has  made  substantial  improvements, 
and  expended  considerable  money  upon  the  premises,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  promisor.'  K.  entered  into  a  parol  contract 
to  convey  to  L.  a  tract  of  land,  upon  the  payment  of  a  stipulated 
price  therefor.  L.  paid  the  price  as  stipulated,  and  was  let  into 
possession.  Thereafter  E.  brought  ejectment  to  recover  the 
possession  of  said  land,  to  which  action  L.  pleaded  said  con- 
tract, and  its  said  part  performance,  and  prayed  judgment  for 
its  complete  performance  on  the  part  of  K.  It  was  held  that  a 
judgment  for  L.,  as  prayed,  was  properly  rendered.' 

§  2873.  Performance— Offer  of— When  must  be  Shown. 
The  complainant  must  show  that  he  has  performed,  or  offered 
to  perform,  on  his  part,  the  acts  which  formed  the  consideration 
on  his  part.'  In  Louisiana,  neither  party  can  compel  the  other 
to  perform,  unless  he  complies  with  the  contract  in  toto*  The 
complaint  must  show  that  the  defendant  has  the  power  or  abil- 

>Ch.  on  Cont.  69;  Joseph  v.  Holt,  «  Piatt  v.  McCullough,!  McLean,  69. 

37  Cal.  2i>0.^    As  to  what  is  a  sufiicient  ^  Patterson  v.  Copeland,  52  How. 

mcmoraudnm  under  the  statute,  see  Pr.  460;  Williston   y.  Williston,  41 

Barry  v.  Coombc,  1  Pet.  640;  Bissell  Barb.  635;  Id.  619;  Day  v.  Cohn,  3 

V.  Farmers'  and  Mechanics'  Bank  of  West  Coast  Rep.  577. 

Mich.,  5  Id.  495.  '  King  v.  Meyw.  35  Cal.  646. 

'  Burton  v.  Smith,  4  "Wash.  C.  C.  •  Denniston  v.  Coquillard,  5  Mc- 

522.  Lean,   253;  Colson  v.   Thompson,   2 

*  Pnrcell  v.  Miner,  4  W^all.  513.  Wheat.  336;  Boone  v.  Missouri  Iron 

*  Tompkins  v.  Hyatt.  28  N.  Y.  347;  Co..  17  How.  340. 

Moore  v.  Burrows,  34  Barb.  173.  '  Hyde  v.  Booroem,  16  Pet  170. 


§  2875,  SPECIFIC   PERFORMANCE.  341 

ity  to  perform  on  liis  part,  and  not  leave  bis  capacity  in  doubt, 
as  the  presumptions  are  always  against  the  pleader,  and  all 
doubts  are  to  be  resolved  against  him.  Where  by  the  memo- 
randum it  appears  that  notes  of  third  parties,  dated  two  months 
before,  were  to  be  given  in  payment,  but  no  averment  of  their 
existence  or  of  their  being  in  the  possession  or  control  of  the 
purchaser  at  the  time  appears  in  tbe  complaint,  the  defendant 
could  not  be  decreed  to  perform,  for  that  would  involve  an  im- 
possibility, since  in  such  an  action  the  plaintiff  must  make  a 
case  in  which  the  defendant  is  prima  facie  able  to  perform.^ 
Where  a  bill  was  filed  against  the  provisional  committee  of  a 
projected  railway  company,  for  a  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  deliver  a  certain  number  of  certificates,  there  be- 
ing no  allegation  that  the  defendant  could  deliver,  but  a  state- 
ment from  which  the  contrary  might  be  inferred,  the  bill  shows 
no  capacity  in  the  defendants  to  perform,  and  demurrer  will  be 
sustained.'  For  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  specific  performance 
of  stipulations,  the  consideration  for  which  was  an  agreement  to 
perform  personal  services,  an  offer  to  perform  these  services  is 
not  equivalent  to  an  actual  performance.'  An  offer  of  partial 
performance  is  of  no  effect.^  It  must  be  made  in  good  faith, 
and  in  such  manner  as  is  most  likely  to  benefit  the  creditor.^ 
It  must  be  free  from  conditions  ivhich  the  creditor  is  not  bound 
to  perform.^  An  offer  of  performance  is  of  no  effect  if  the  per- 
son making  it  is  not  able  and  willing  to  perform  according  to 
the  offer.^ 

§  2874.  Parties. — Equity  may  decree  a  specific  performance 
as  against  a  party  who  would  not  be  permitted  to  demand  it 
himself .°  A  vendor  may  have  a  decree  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  as  well  as  a  vendee.'  A  sub-purchaser  may 
be  joined  as  a  party  at  any  time,  if  the  actual  posture  of  the 
other  parties  will  not  be  changed. ^^ .  In  an  action  for  specific 
performance  to  convey  an  undivided  interest  of  specified  quan- 
tity of  land  in  a  large  tract,  all  persons  subject  to  the  plaintiff's 
equity,  and  holding  adversely  to  him,  must  be  made  parties.^^ 

§  2875.    Pleading,  What  must  Contain.— The  complaint 

'  Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  250.  As  to  performance,  see  Id.,  sees.  1473 

*  Columbine  v.  Chichester,  2  Pha     to  1479. 

27.  ^  Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  1  Wheat.  1 79. 

'Cooper  V.  Pena,  21  Cal.  403.  »Cathcart  v.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  '264; 

*Cal.  Civil  Code,1iec.  1486.  Browuson  v.  Cahill,  4  McLean,  19. 

*  III.,  sec.  1493.  •  ^"^  Taylor  v.  Longworth,  14  Pet.  172; 
» Id.,  sec.  1494.                                      see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3393. 

'Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.   1495;   and       "  Agard  v.  Valencia,  39  Cal.  292. 
see  generally,  Id.,  sees.  1485  to  1515. 
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should  state  expressly,  in  direct  terms,  tbe  facts  constitatiDg 
the  cause  of  action,  leaving  no  essential  fact  in  doubt,  or  to  be 
inferred  or  deduced  by  argument  from  the  facts  which  are 
stated;  and  where  the  memorandum  only  raises  an  implication 
of  tbe  terms  of  the  contract,  as  of  the  undertaking  of  the  parties, 
the  consideration,  etc.,  and  the  complaint  foils  elsewhere  to 
distinctly  aver  them,  it  is  bad.*  Inference,  argument,  or  hy- 
pothesis can  not  be  tolerated  in  a  pleading.'  The  rule  which 
permits  the  pleader  to  declare  upon  a  contract  in  hasc  verba  ia 
limited  to  cases  where  the  instrument  set  forth  contains  a  formal 
contract.'  To  extend  the  rule  to  mere  notes  or  memoranda 
made  as  evidences  of  the  terms  of  a  contract  sufficient  to  take 
it  out  of  tbe  statute  of  frauds,  would  be  to  substitute  inference 
and  argument  for  facts.  ^  A  complaint  for  specific  performance 
need  not  allege  defendant's  ability  to  perform.^  The  complaint 
must  show  tbe  contract,  including  the  consideration,  date, 
terms,  and  stipulations.'  In  an  action  to  compel  defendant  to 
execute  a  deed  of  real  estate  held  by  him,  the  complaint  alleged 
that  the  property  was  purchased  by  plaintiff  of  one  C. ,  and  by 
agreement  with  the  defendant  was  conveyed  directly  to  him  as 
security  for  a  debt,  he  to  make  a  deed  to  plaintiff  upon  its  x^ay- 
ment,  and  that  the  debt  was  subsequently  paid  and  the  deed 
demanded;  but  the  complaint  failed  to  aver  that  defendant, 
upon  the  demand,  refused,  or  at  any  other  time  has  refused  to 
execute  tbe  deed,  it  was  held  that  the  failure  to  aver  refusal  is 
fatal  to  the  action,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  on  the 
ground  that  tbe  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action.^ 

§  287G.  Relief— When  Granted— Nature  of.— The  spe- 
cific performance  is  not  a  matter  of  right,  but  relief  rests  in  the 
discretion  of  tbe  court,  and  a  delay  of  five  days,  where  time  may 
be  regarded  as  of  the  essence  of  tbe  contract,  may  be  deemed  a 
bar  to^  a  specific  performance.'  And  tbe  discretion  of  the  court 
is  governed  for  the  most  part  by  settled  rules.'  In  cases  of 
specific  performance  the  purchaser  is  not  compellable  to  accept 
a  conveyance  for  only  a  part  of  the  premises,  except  where  tbey 
consist  of  different  parcels  purchased  separately  ,and  having 
distinct  prices.^'    Whenever  an  obligation  in  respect  to  real 

» Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  2r;0.  »  Dodge  v.  Clark,  17  Cal.  686. 

'Green  v.   Palmer,    15   Cal.   411;  •  Gale  v.  Archer,  42  Barb.  320. 

Joseph  V.  nolt,  37  Cal.  250.  •  Bowen  v.  Irish  Presbyterian  Con- 

*  Joseph  V.  Holt,  37  Cal.  250.  gregation,  0  Bosw.  245. 

*Itl.  '"  Perkins  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co., 

•Grecnfieldv.  Carlton,  30  Ark.  547.  6  Johns.  Ch.  38;  Gibert  v.  Peteler, 

*Gaskiua  v.  Peebles,  44  Tex.  390.  3S  Barb.  488.    As  to  the  fonu  of  ra- 
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property  would  be  specifically  enforced  againsfc  a  particular 
person,  it  may  be  in  like  manner  enforced  against  any  other 
person  claiming  under  him  by  a  title  created  subsequently  to 
Ihe  obligation,  except  a  purchaser  or  incumbrancer  in  good 
faith  and  for  value,  and  except,  also,  that  any  such  person  may 
exonerate  himself  by  conveying  all  his  estate  to  the  person  en- 
titled to  enforce  the  obligation.^  Under  a  bill  which  prays  for 
the  rescission  of  a  contract  specifically,  and  for  general  relief, 
chancery  may  decree  a  specific  performance,  if  improper  to 
rescind  or  modify.'  • 

§  2877.  Rents  and  Pzoflts.--Although  the  claimant  in  a 
bill  for  the  specific  execution  of  a  contract  may  not  have  specifi- 
cally claimed  in  his  bill  a  decree  for  rents  and  profits  while  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant,  he  may  claim  it  in  the  appellate 
court,  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief.' 

§  2878.  Tender. — In  a  suit  by  a  vendee  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  a.  contract  of  sale,  the  averment  of  tender  of  payment 
was  in  general  terms,  as  that  the  tender  had  been  repeatedly 
made,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  at  all  times,  and  still  is, 
ready  and  willing  to  pay:  it  was  held,  that  the  tender  should 
have  been  stated  with  greater  particnlaiity  as  to  time,  but  the 
objection  in  this  respect  can  not  be  taken  for  the  first  time  in 
the  supreme  court.^ 

§  2879.  Tender — 01\}eotlons  to. — The  person  to  whom  a 
tender  is  made  must,  at  the  time,  specify  any  objection  he  may 
have  to  tbe  money,  instrument,  or  property,  or  he  must  be 
deemed  to  have  waived  it;  and  if  the  objection  be  to  the  amount 
of  money,  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  or  tbe  amount  or  kind 
of  property,  he  must  specify  the  amount,  terms,  or  kind  which 
he  requires,  or  be  precluded  from  objecting  afterwards.' 

§  2880.  Time  of  Peiformance. — A  reasonable  time  only 
can  be  allowed  to  a  vendor  to  execute  his  part  of  the  contract.' 
The  time  fixed  for  conveyance  of  the  land  is  regarded  at  law  as 
a  material  element  in  it,  and  if  the  vendor  is  not  able  to  perform 
at  the  time,  the  purchaser  may  elect  to  consider  the  contract  at 

lief  in  a  special  case  where  the  deed  rescission,  see  Holt  v.  Rogers,  8  Pet. 

which  the  vcudor  had  executed  be-  4*20. 

came  void  by  his  death,  and  his  ad-  '  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3395. 

zuinistratrix  was  substituted,  and  it  'Hcx^burn  v.  Dunlop,  IWheat.  179. 

was  adjudged  that  the  original  plaint-  '  Watts  v.   Waddle,    6  Pet.    389; 

iff  was  entitled  to  a  si)eciHc  perform-  affirming  1  McLean,  200. 

auce,  sec  Iloome  v.  Phillips,  27  N.  Y.  *  Duff  v.  Fisher,  15  Cal.  375. 

357.     For  a  cose  where  on  refusing  to  ^Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  2076;   see 

decree   a    specific    performance,   the  also  Civil  Code,  sec.  1501. 

complainant  was  not  entitled  to  a  de-  ®  Bronson  v.  Caliill,  4  McLean,  19; 

cree  for  the  sum  to  be  paid  on  a  Mason  T.Wallace,  Id.  77. 


344  FORMS  OF  complaint;?.  §  2881. 

an  end;  but  equity  will  in  certain  eases  carry  the  agreement 
into  execution,  although  the  time  appointed  has  elapsed.'  The 
general  rule  of  equity  is  that  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract.* 

§  2881.  Time  when  of  the  Essence  of  the  Contract.— 
Even  if  tbere  is  an  express  agreement  tbat  time  shall  be  of  tbe 
essence  of  the  contract,  yet  it  is  deemed  strong  but  not  con- 
clusive evidence  by  courts  of  equity.'  Except  in  cases  wbere 
time  has  been  made  the  essence  of  the  contract  for  the  sale  of 
property,  time  is  not  treated  by  courts  of  equity  as  of  the  es- 
sence of  the  contract.*  Where  time  is  reallv  material  to  tbe 
parties,  the  right  to  a  specific  performance  may  depend  upon 
it.^  To  make  time  the  essence  of  the  contract,  it  must  appear 
that  a  punctual  performance  is  a  condition  which  will  work  for- 
feiture of  the  rights  given,  unless  rigorously  fulfilled.®  Some- 
thing more  than  a  mere  stipulation  that  the  money  shall  be 
paid,  or  the  deed  executed  at  a  given  time,  is  required.^ 

§  2882.  Time— Effect  of  Delay.— A  court  of  equity  may 
at  any  time,  as  a  matter  of  indulgence,  decree  a  specific  x>er- 
formance  of  an  agreement,  if  the  vendor  is  able  to  make  a 
good  title  before  the  decree  is  pronounced.^  Where  delay  has 
not  changed  the  condition  of  the  parties,  nor  the  value  of  the 
property,  and  the  same  justice  can  be  done  between  the  par- 
ties as  when  a  conveyance  was  to  have  been  executed,  and  there 
is  an  excuse  for  delay,  a  specific  execution  may  be  decreed.' 
So  where  the  purchaser  has  entered  ioto  possession  and  im- 
proved the  land,  on  payment  of  the  money  a  specific  perform- 
ance will  be  decreed,  notwithstanding  the  delay.'°  And  con- 
tinued possession  prevents  the  purchaser  from  rescindiug  the 
contract  on  the  ground  of  non-performance  on  the  day  named.^^ 

^  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Hagner,  1  must  be  something  in  the  contract  in- 

Pet.  455.  dicating  an  intention  that  default  in 

*  Brown  v.  Covillaud,  C  CaL  571;  payment  should  work  a  forfeiture,  to 
Brasbier  v.  Gratz,  0  Wheat.  5*28;  Ahl  justify  the  supposition  that  time  is  of 
V.  Johnson,  20  Uow.  511;  Hunter  v.  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  it 
Town  of  Marlboro,  2  Woodb.   &  M.  cites  the  above  cases. 

168;  Wells  V.Wells,  3  Ircd.  Eq.  506;  *  Garnet  v.  Mason,  2  Brock.  Marsh. 

Runnels  v.  Jackson,  1   How.  (Miss.)  185;  Vint  v.  King,  2  Am.  Law  Keg. 

358;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1492.  712. 

'2  Pars,  on  Cont.  543.  •Jones  v.  Bobbins,  29  Me.  351. 

*  Miller  v.  Steen,  30  Cal.  407;  Seton  '  Id. ;  Viele  v.  Troy  and  Boston  R. 
V.  Slade,  7  Ves.  jr.  265;  Alley  v.  Des-  R.  R.  Co.,  21  Barb.  381;  Jackson  v. 
champs,  13  Id.  73, 225,  289;  Ilipwell  v.  Ligon,  3  Leigh,   161,  187. 

Knight,  1  You.  &  Coll.  415;  Taylor  v.  *  Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  1  Wheat.  179. 

Longworth,  14  Pet.  175;  llcpburn  v.  •Longworth  v.  Taylor,  1  McLean, 

Auhl,  5  Ci-anch,  262;  Gibbs  v.  Cham-  395,  affirmed  14  Pet.  172, 

piou,  3  Hamm.  336;  De  Camp  v.  Feay,  ^"  Mason  v.  Wallace,  4  McLean,  77. 

6  iSer;T.  &  K.  323;  Raymoiui  v.  Bernard,  "  Benson  v.  Tilton,  24  How.  Pr.  494. 
12  Johns.   276>  v/herc  it  says  there 
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But  possession  taken  by  the  purchaser  is  not  a  basis  for  a  spe- 
cific performance,  if  such  possession  has  been  surrendered  by 
him  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.^  The  general 
principle  appears  to  be  perfectly  established  that  time  is  a  cir- 
cumstance of  decisive  importance  in  these  contracts,  but  it  may 
be  waived  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties;  and  it  is  incumbeut 
on  the  plaintiff  calling  for  a  specific  performance  to  show  that 
he  has  used  due  diligence,  or  if  not,  that  his  negligence  arose 
from  just  cause,  and  has  been  acquiesced  in.'  The  fact  that 
neither  party  performed  nor  offered  to  perform  on  the  day  fixed 
by  the  contract,  and  that  the  purchaser  continued  in  possession 
some  days  after,  shows  that  time  was  not  considered  by  them 
as  of  the  essence  of  the  contract.' 

§  2883.  Time,  -when  a  Bar. — When  the  circumstances 
have  so  changed  that  the  objects  of  the  party  against  whom  a 
performance  is  sought  can  no  longer  be  equitably  accomplished 
by  a  performance  where  the  lapse  of  time  has  been  very  great, 
or  where  the  value  has  materially  changed,  etc.,  the  court 
will  refuse  to  interfere.^  A  purchaser  seeking  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  chancery  to  enforce  specific  performance  must  apply  prompt- 
ly.* When  the  vendor  gives  notice  to  the  vendee,  by  serving 
him  with  a  summons  in  ejectment,  it  is  the  vendee's  duty  to 
act  promptly,  by  tendering  payment  and  asserting  his  claim  to 
the  performance  of  the  contract,  or  his  equity  will  be  lost.^ 
In  a  certain  case  the  court  refused  to  interfere  after  a  lapse  of 
seven  years/  Specific  performance  was  refused  where  there 
were  laches  in  the  non-performance  of  the  agreement.^  So  of 
an  award  where  there  had  been  a  long  delay  and  laches,  and  a 
material  change  of  circumstances,  and  injury  to  the  other  party.' 

§  2884.  Title. — In  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  a  pur- 
chaser will  be  forced  to  take  a  title  which  appears  to  the  court 
of  appeals  to  be  good,  though  the  judge  of  the  court  below 
was  of  a  different  opinion;  that  fact  not  being  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  doubtful  title."  An  agreement  to  make  "  a  good  and 
sufficient  general  warranty  deed  "  of  lands  is  an  agreement  to 
convey  a  good  title  to  such  lands. ^^    An  agreement  for  the  sale 

^Haightv.  Child,  34  Barb.  186.  »McWilliama  v.  Xiong,   32    Barb. 

'Chase  v.  Hogan,  3  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  194. 
S.,  66.  «  Tibbs  v.  Morris,  44  Barb.  138. 

'Benson  V.    Tilton,  24   How.    Pr.         ' Pratt  v.  Carroll,  8  Crauch,  471. 
494.  *  Boone   v.   Missouri  Iron   Co.,  17 

*  Green  v.  Covillaud,  10  Cal.  328;  How.  U.  S.  340. 
Pratt  V.  Law,  9  Cranch,  456;  Brashier        •  McNeill  v.  Magee,  5  Mason,  244. 
V.   Gratz,   6   Wlieat.    528;    Holt    v.       >«Beioley  v.  Carter,  L.  R.,4Ch.230. 
Rogers,  8  Pet.  420;  Cooper  v.  Brown,       "  Welhuau's  Ex*rs  v.  Dismukes,  42 

2  McLean,  495.  Mo.  101. 
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of  property  can  not  be  specifically  enforced  in  favor  of  a  seller 
vfho  can  not  give  to  the  buyer  a  title  free  from  reasonable 
doubt. ^  If  the  vendor  can  not  perform  the  entire  agreement, 
and  can  convey  an  undivided  half  of  the  land,  he  may  be  com- 
pelled to  convey  that  interest.' 

§  2885.  Valid  Tender  of  Purchase  Money.— To  consti- 
tute a  valid  tender,  the  party  must  have  the  money  at  hand, 
immediately  under  his  control,  and  must  then  and  there  not 
only  be  ready  and  willing,  but  produce  and  offer  to  pay  it  to 
the  other  party  on  the  performance  by  him  of  the  requisite  con- 
dition.' An  offer  in  writing  to  pay  a  particular  sum  of  money, 
or  to  deliver  a  written  instrument  or  specific  personal  property, 
is,  if  not  accepted,  equivalent  to  an  actual  production  and  ten- 
der of  the  money,  instrument,  or  property.*  An  offer  of  per- 
formance must  be  free  from  any  conditions  which  the  creditor 
is  not  bound  on  his  part  to  perform.^ 

§  2886.  Vendor  and  Vendees  as  Trustees. — The  rule  is 
well  settled  that  where  land  is  purchased,  for  which  one  party 
pays  the  consideration,  and  another  party  takes  the  title,  a  re- 
sulting trust  immediately  arises  in  favor  of  the  person  paying 
the  consideration,  and  the  other  party  becomes  his  trustee,  and 
it  is  now  equally  well  settled  that  if  one  party  pays  only  a  part 
of  the  consideration,  the  party  taking  the  title  to  the  whole 
land  becomes  a  trustee  for  the  other  party  pro  tardo.  The 
party  setting  up  the  trust  must  show  that  the  money  was  paid 
by  him  at  or  before  the  execution  of  the  conveyance.'  The 
geueral  principle  is  that  from  the  time  of  the  contract  for  the 
sale  of  the  land,  the  vendor,  as  to  the  land,  becomes  a  trustee 
for  the  vendee,  and  the  vendee,  as  to  the  purchase  money,  a 
trustee  for  the  vendor,  who  has  a  lien  upon  the  land  therefor. 
And  every  subsequent  purchaser  from  either,  with  notice,  be- 
comes subject  to  the  same  equities  as  the  party  would  be  from 
whom  he  purchased.  Courts  of  equity  treat  such  contracts 
precisely  as  if  they  had  been  specifically  executed.  The  vendee 
is  treated  in  equity  as  the  equitable  owner  of  the  land,  and  the 
vendor  as  the  owner  of  the  money .^ 

§  2887.    Verbal  Contract  to  Give  Lease.— If  the  owner 

1  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  .3394.  600;  Botsford  v.  Burr,  2  Johns.  Ch. 

'Marsliall    v.    Caldwell,    41    Cal.  405. 

61 1.  '  Willis  V.  Wozencraft,  22  Cal.  610. 

'  Englander  v.  Rogers,  41  CaL  420.  As  to  the  distinction  between  an  ac- 

^  Cal.  CVdc  C.  P. ,  sec.  2074.  tion  for  specific  performance  and  an 

^  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1494.  action  to  enforce  a  trust  considered  in 

^Casc  V.  Codding,  38  Cal.  193;  2  reference  to  the  cfTect  of  delay,  see 

Stor>'*s  £q.  Jur.,  sec.  1201;  Will.  Kq.  Tomlinsou  v.  Miller,  3  Keyes,  517. 
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of  land  makes  a  verbal  agreement  with  another  to  lease  him  the 
same  for  one  year,  with  the  privilege  of  two  years  more,  at  an 
annual  rent  of  six  hundred  dollars,  and  a  lease  is  to  be  executed 
containing  the  usual  covenants,  and  ih^  lessee  takes  possession 
and  pays  the  rent  for  the  first  year,  the  agreement  is  sufficiently 
certain  to  support  a  decree  against  the  lessor  for  a  specific  per- 
formance.^ 

§  2888.  What  Gontraot  may  be  Enfoioed.— A  court  of 
equity  will  deeree  a  good  and  snfficieDt  eonveyanoe  to  be  made 
upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  pursuant  to  a  contract 
for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  land.'  But  this  jurisdiction  of 
equity  must  be  exercised  under  a  sound  discretion,  with  an  eye 
to  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case.'  And  the  relation  of 
vendor  and  purchaser  must  exist  between  the  parties.'  A 
vendee  who  has  fulfilled  his  contract  may  obtain  a  decree  for 
specific  performance  against  parties  who,  with  notice  of  his  equi- 
ties, succeeded  to  the  interest  of  the  vendor.'  A  gift  of  land, 
having  been  partly  executed,  may  be  enforced  by  an  action  for 
specific  performance.'  Lands  held  by  no  other  tenure  than 
possession  may  be  the  legitimate  subjects  of  control,  and  some- 
times in  equity  chattel  interests  or  personal  property  are  made 
the  subject  of  specific  performance.^ 

§  2889.  What  can  not  be  Speoifioally  Enforoed.— The 
following  obligations  can  not  be  specifically  enforced :  1.  An 
obligation  to  render  personal  service;  2.  An  obligation  to  em- 
ploy another  in  personal  service;  3.  An  agreement  to  submit  a 
controversy  to  arbitration;  4.  An  agreement  to  perform  an  act 
which  the  party  has  not  power  lawfully  to  perform  when  re- 
quired to  do  so;  5.  An  agreement  to  procure  the  actor  consent  of 
the  wife  of  the  contracting  party,  or  of  any  other  third  person ;  or, 
6.  An  agreement  the  terms  of  which  are  not  sufficiently  certain 
to  make  the  precise  act  which  is  to  be  done  clearly  ascertain- 
able.' Where  any  change  of  circumstances  in  regard  to  the 
property  makes  it  unconscionable  that  the  party  should  have 
execution  of  the  contract,  a  court  of  equity  will  withhold  its 
aid.'    An  agreement  in  settlement  of  a  family  dispute  will  not 

'  Clark  V.  Clark,  49  Gal.  586.  in  cases  of  fraud  must  state  surprise 

'  Mechanics' Bank  of  Alexandria  V.  and  hardship — reviewed:   Lynch  v. 

Reton,   1  Pet.  299;  Murphy  v.  Mc-  Bischoff,  15  Abb.  Pr.  357,  note. 

Vicker,  4  McLean,  252.  •  Freeman  v.   Freeman,   51    Barb. 

3  King  V.  Hamilton,  4  Pet.  311.  306. 

*  Watson  V.  Coulson,  1  McLean,  '  Johnson  v.  Bickett,  5  Cal.  218; 
120.  Senter  v.  Davis,  38  Id.  450. 

*  Laverty  v.  Moore,  33  N.  Y.  658.  »  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3390. 

The  rules  preventing  the  adjudgment        '  Iglehart  v.  Vail,  73  111.  03;  Thurs 
of  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract    ton  v.  Arnold,  43  lowa>  41. 
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be  enforced  unless  the  agreement  is  complete  and  final.'  Nor 
where  tbere  is  a  substantial  defect  with  respect  to  the  nature, 
character,  situation,  extent,  or  quality  of  the  estate,  which  was 
unknown  to  the  purchaser,  and  in  regard  to  which  he  was  not  put 
upon  inquiry.'  Nor  when  performance  is  obviously  impossible; 
as  where  one  who  had  already  mortgaged  his  land  contracted 
to  convey  it  free  of  incumbrances,  and  the  purchaser  prayed 
specific  x^erformance,  but  would  not  waive  the  objection  to  the 
mortgage.'  Nor  the  performance  of  continuous  duties  which 
involve  personal  labor  and  care;  as  the  running  of  street  cars 
along  a  particular  street  d^ily  "  at  such  regular  intervals  as  may 
be  right  and  l^roper,"  whether  the  obligation  of  the  railroad 
company  rests  on  contract  or  the  provisions  of  its  charter.* 
The  remedy  in  such  case  is  by  mandamtis^  or  by  proceedings, 
in  the  name  of  the  state,  for  a  forfeiture  of  the  charter.^ 

§  2890.  What  Parties  can  not  be  Compelled  to  Per- 
form. — Specific  performance  can  not  be  enforced  against  a 
party  to  a  contract  in  any  of  the  following  cases:  1.  If  he  has 
not  received  an  adequate  consideration  for  the  contract;  2.  If 
it  is  not,  as  to  him,  just  and  reasonable;  3.  If  his  assent  was 
obtained  by  the  misrepresentations,  concealment,  circumven- 
tion, or  unfair  practices  of  any  party  to  whom  performance 
would  become  due  under  the  contract,  or  by  any  promise  of 
such  party  which  has  not  been  substantially  fulfilled ;  or,  4.  If 
his  assent  was  given  under  the  influence  of  mistake,  misappre- 
hension, or  surprise,  except  that  where  the  contract  provides 
for  compensation  in  case  of  mistake,  a  mistake  within  the  scope 
of  such  provision  may  be  compensated  for,  and  the  contract 
specifically  enforced  in  other  respects,  if  proper  to  be  so  en- 
forced.' 

§  2891.  Who  oan  not  Have  Specific  Performance.— 
Specific  performance  can  not  be  enforced  in  favor  of  a  party 
who  has  not  fully  and  fairly  performed  all  the  conditions  prec- 
edent on  his  part  to  the  obligation  of  the  other  party,  except 
where  his  failure  to  perform  is  only  partial,  and  either  entirely 
immaterial,  or  capable  of  being  fully  compensated,  in  which 
case  specific  performance  may  be  compelled,  upon  full  compen- 
sation being  made  for  the  default.^ 

§  2892.    When  Action  can  be  Maintained.— The  Cali- 

'  Wistar's  Appeal,  80  Pa.  St.  484.  »  Id. 

«  Ellicott  V.  White,  43  Mi.  145.  •  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3391. 

»  SncU  V.  Mitchell,  65  Mc.  48.  '  Cal.  Civil  Ccxle,  sec.  3392;  see  abo 

*McCanii  v.  South  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  Howard  v.  Throckmorton,  48  Cal. 482; 

2  Tenn.  Cb.  773.  and  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1492. 
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fornia  Civil  Code  provides  that  except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
the  article  relating  thereto,  the  specific  performance  of  an  ob- 
ligation may  be  compelled.'  Specific  performance  will  be 
decreed  whenever  the  parties  or  the  subject-matter,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  court  to  enforce  its  decree, 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Thus,  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  lands  lying  in  America  was  decreed  iu 
England.'  So  a  trust  in  relation  to  lands  lying  in  Ireland  may 
be  enforced  in  England,  if  the  trustee  live  in  Eu gland.'  It 
will  lie  if  the  subject  of  the  trust  or  contract  be  within  the 
jurisdiction,  though  the  parties  are  not.  So  a  bill  for  an  allow- 
ance for  the  support  of  children  out  of  stocks  in  England  was 
sustained,  though  the  parties  were  out  of  the  kini^dom/  So 
also  in  the  case  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  lying  in 
America,  made  by  a  citizen  of  New  York,  at  Havana,  with  the 
defendant,  a  Spanish  subject,  jurisdiction  was  upheld  in  New 
York.* 

§  2893.    The  Same— Where  Money  Lay  Idle. 

Form  No,  652, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  the day  of  ,18.., 

at ,  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  premises  hereinafter 

described,  and  that  he  then  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff,  executed  under  their  hands  and  seals,  whereby  plaint- 
iff agreed  to  buy  and  defendant  agreed  to  sell  the  property  de- 
scribed therein;  of  which  agreement  the  following  is  a  copy 
[copy  of  the  agreement]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions 
of  said  agreement  on  his  part. 

III.  That  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  .../;.,  the 

X^laintiff  tendered  to  defendant  said  sum  of dollars, 

and  requested  a  conveyance  of  said  premises  according  to  the 
terms  of  said  agreement;  but  the  defendant  then  t^nd  ever  since 
has  refused  to  execute  and  deliver  such  conveyance. 

lY.  That  the  plaintiff,  ever  since  the  time  of  said  tender,  has 
kept  said  money  so  tendered  on  deposit  and  unproductive,  and 
ready  to  be  paid  over  on  said  agreement,  and  into  this  court. 

Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judgment:  ^ 

'  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3384.  243;  see  also  Arglasse  v.  Muschamp,  1 

*Penn  v.  Lord  Baltimore,  1  Ves.  Vem.  75;  Toller  v.  Carteret,  2  Id.  4fl4; 

sen.  444.  Gardner  v.   Ogden,   22  N.    Y.  327; 

'Kildare  v.  Eustace,  1  Vem.  419.  Newton  v.  Bronsou,  13  Id.  587;  cited 

*  Anonymous,  1  Atk.  19.  in  Hourke   v.    McLaughlin,  38  CaL 

^Ward  V.  Airedondo,  Hopk.  Ch.  19G. 
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1.  That  the  defendant  execute  to  the  plaintiff  a  sufficient 
convej'ance  of  the  said  property. 

2.  For dollars  damages  for  withholding  the  same. 

3.  For  interest  on  plaintiff's  purchase  money  which  has  lain 
idle  from  the  date  when  said  conveyance  should  have  been  made.^ 

§  2894.    Allegation    -^here   there   is  a  Defioieney  of 
Ijand. 

Form  No.  663, 

That  since  the  making  of  said  agreement  the  plaintiff  has 
discovered  that  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  said 

,  and  that  the  same  does  not  contain acres, 

but  onlj^  acres.     Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands 

judgment:  1.  That  a  just  deduction  from  the  purchase  money 
be  made  on  account  of  said  deficiency,  and  that  on  payment  of 
the  residue  of  said  purchase  money,  the  defendant  execute  to 
the  plaintiff  a  sufficient  conveyance  of  the  said  property;  2. 
For dollars  damages  for  withholding  the  same:' 

§  2895.    Allegation  -^here  there  is  an  Outstanding  In- 
cumbrance. 

Form  No,  6S4» 

That  the  defendant's  title  to  the  premises  is  incumbered  by 

a  mortgage  to  one  A.  B.  for dollars,  with  interest 

[terms  of  payment],  which  mortgage  is  not  payable  until  the 
day  of ,  18 . . ,  wherefore,  etc. 

§  2896.    On  an  Exchange  of  Property. 

Form  No,  655, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing, 
dated  on  that  day,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  the  covenants 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

covenanted  that  he  would,  on  or  before  the day  of , 

18.   ,  convey  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee  a  lot  of  land,  situated  in  the 

town  of ,  county  of ,  in  the  state  of , 

and  described  as  follows  [description  of  premises].  In  con- 
sideration whereof,  the  plaintiff  covenanted  in  and  by  said 
agreement  to  convey  to  the  defendant  in  fee  a  house  and  lot 
situate  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  in  this  state  [describe  it]. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  performed  all  the  conditions  of  said 

^  The  court  may  exercise  its  dis-  '  An  error  in  bonndaries  may  be  al- 

cretioD  in  fixing  the  time  from  which  leged  in  this  allegation:  Vorhees  v. 

interest  shall   run  on   the   purchase  De    Meyer,    2    Barb.    37 i    see  also 

money:     Buchannon    v.    Upshaw,    1  Whitw.  Eq.  Prec.  225. 
How.  U.  S.  5C;  S.  C,  17  Pet.  70. 
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contract  on  his  part,  and  on  tbe day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  tendered  to  tbe  defendant  a  warranty  deed  of  said 

premises,  signed  and  sealed  by  tbe  .plaintiff,  and  detnanded  of 
him  a  deed  of  said  premises  in ,  but  tbe  defendant  re- 
fused to  execute  and  deliver  such  a  deed  to  tbe  plaintiff. 

III.  Tbat  on  tbe day  of ,  18. .,  in  pursuance  of 

said  agreement,  tbe  plaintiff  delivered  and  tbe  defendant  took 
possession  of  tbe  premises  so  to  be  conveyed  to  tbe  defendaut, 
and  tbat  be  still  occupies  tbe  same. 

Wberefore  tbe  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

Tbat  tbe  defendant  convey  to  tbe  plaintiff  said  lot  in , 

pursuant  to  tbe  contract,  and  for  tbe  costs  of  tbis  action.' 

§  2897.  Essential  Allegations.— Wbat  must  be  sbown  in 
such  a  complaint,  and  which  require  to  be  proved,  are:  first, 
tbe  contract  must  be  sbown,  bearing  no  jus  deliberandi,  nor  locus 
peniteniice;  second,  tbat  tbe  consideration  has  been  tendered; 
third,  ibat  there  has  been  such  a  part  performance  tbat  it.s 
rescission  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  other  party,  and  could  not 
be  fully  compensated  by  recovery  of  damages  in  a  court  of  law; 
fourth,  tbat  delivery  of  possession  has  been  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  contract,  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  other  party.' 

§  2898.    Vendor  against  Purchaser. 

Form  No,  656, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  Tbat  on  tbe day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff  was 

seised  in  fee  of  certain  property  hereinafter  described. 

II.  That  on  tbe  same  day  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered 
into  an  agreement,  under  tbeir  hands  and  seals,  whereby 
plaintiff  agreed  to  sell,  and  defendant  agreed  to  buy,  the  land 
described  in  said  agreement,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed 
and  made  ^  part  of  tbis  complaint,  marked  ''Exbibit  A." 

III.  That  on  tbe day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

tbe  plaintiff  tendered  to  the  defendant  a  deed  of  tbe  premises, 
pursuant  to  tbe  agreement,  but  the  defendant  then,  and  ever 
since,  refused  to  accept  the  same,  and  to  pay  tbe  amount  of 
purchase  money  specified  in  tbe  said  agreement  [or  otherwise, 
according  to  tbe  terms  of  sale]. 

lY.  Tbat  tbe  plaintiff  was,  and  has  always  been,  and  still  is, 
ready  and  willing  to  perform  the  agreement  on  bis  part. 
tVherefore  tbe  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

'A  contract  for  the  exshango  of  lands  is  as  mnch  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  as  a  contract  for  their  sale:  Purcell  v.  Miner,  4  Wall.  513. 
'  Uayes  v.  Kcrshow,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  258. 


352  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2899. 

1.  That  tbe  defendant  perform  said  agreement,  and  pay  to 

the  plaintiff dollars,  the  remainder  of  said  purchase 

money,  with  interest  from  the da}'  of ,  18. . 

[Anoex  "Exhibit  A."] 

§  2899.  Action,  -^hen  Lies— Averments. — The  existence 
of  an  adequate  remedy  by  action  for  damages  does  not  preclude 
the  vendor  of  lands  from  suing  for  specific  performance.*  But 
where  the  defendant  employed  the  plaiutiff  to  negotiate  a  sale 
of  certain  described  lands,  and  find  a  purchaser  for  the  same, 
with  a  stipulation  that  if  the  said  plaintiff  should  within  ten 
days  find  a  purchaser  at  a  certain  price  per  acre,  that  the  defend- 
ant would  sell  and  convey  the  same  to  such  purchaser,  and  that 
plaintiff  should  have  for  his  services  all  that  should  be  obtained 
from  such  purchaser  over  said  price  per  acre,  it  is  not  a  contract 
for  sale  of  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  but 
is  a  mere  contract  of  employment;'  and  is  revocable  at  any 
time.^  But  it  would  seem  that  where  a  portion  of  the  remunera- 
tion to  be  paid  for  such  services  should  bo  a  part  of  the  land  in 
question,  it  would  be  otherwise.  In  that  case,  the  contract  be- 
ing oral,  and  no  note  or  memorandum  liaviug  been  reduced  to 
writing  or  signed  by  either  party  thereto,  that  portion  stipu- 
lating for  the  transfer  of  land  to  the  plaintiff  is  null  and  void 
by  the  eighth  section  of  the  statute  concerning  fraudulent  con- 
veyances, and  that  portion  of  the  contract  being  void,  the  re- 
maining portion  could  not  be  enforced.^  That  the  plaintiff 
executed  the  agreement  is  not  essential.'  But  whether  equity 
will  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  depends  not 
upon  the  character  of  the  property  involved,  as  whether  it  be 
real  or  personal,  but  upon  the  inadequate  remedy  afforded  by  a 
recover^'  of  damages  in  an  action  of  law."  And  where  W.  agreed 
orally  to  buy  of  G.  a  designated  machine,  worth  three  hundred 
and  seventy-five  dollars,  and  directed  G.  to  forward  the  same, 
by  the  New  York  Central  railroad,  to  one  S.,  it  was  held  that 
the  sale  was  complete,  and  tnken  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
by  delivery  to  said  railroad  company,  and  s-pecific  performance 
decreed  in  favor  of  the  vendors.^  If  there  be  a  variance  between 
the  written  agreement  and  the  true  agreement,  the  difference 
should  be  clearly  shown.* 

*  Fry  on  Sp.  P.  1 1 ;  Crary  v.  Smith,  Crawford  v.  Morrell,  8  Johns.  255; 
2  Comst,  CO;  Schroeppel  v.  Hopper,  cited  in  Fuller  v.  Reed,  38  CaL  99. 
40  Barb.  42.1;  see  also  Du£f  v.  Fisher,        *  Clason  v.  Bailey,  14  Johns.  484; 
J 5  Cul.  375.  Worrall  v.  Mnnn,  6  N.  Y.  229. 

*Hcvn  V.  rhillips,  37  Cal.  529.  «  Duflf  v.  Fisher,  15  Cal.  375. 

»  Brown  v.  Pforr,  38  Cal.  550.  '  (ilcn  v.  Whitaker,  51  Barb.  451. 

*  Lexington  v.  Clark,  2  Vent.  223;        *  Coles  v.  Bi-owne,  10  Barb.  526. 
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§  2900.  Part  Perfor?  nance—Plalntlff's  Title.— A  court 
will,  uuder  some  circumstances,  decree  a  specific  performance, 
where  there  has  been  a  part  performance.^  The  payment  of 
part  of  the  price  is  not  such  an  act  as  that  the  rescission  of  the 
contract  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  other  party.'  If  the  plaintiff's 
title  is  defective,  and  it  appears  before  decree  or  report  that  it 
can  be  perfected,  the  delay  is  compensated  by  charging  the 
complainant  with  interest.'  A  bill  in  equity,  which  states  as 
the  complainant's  title,  that  he  purchased  under  regular  pro- 
ceedings, and  at  an  open  and  fair  execution  sale,  a  debt  of  two 
hundred  and  sixty  thousand  dollars  for  six  hundred  dollars,  is 
not  bad  on  demurrer.* 

§  2901.  Against  a  Railroad  Company  for  a  Specific 
Performance  of  an  Agreement  to  Construct  a  Farm 
Crossing,  and  for  Damages. 

Form  No.  657. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: ' 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  the day  of ,  18-  •  > 

had  located  its  railroad,  in  part,  upon  the  farm  of  the  plaintiff, 

on  which  he  lives,  in  the  town  of ,  and  on  said  day  he 

agreed  with  it,  by  a  writing,  signed  by  both  parties,  to  sell  and 
convey  to  it  the  right  of  way  across  said  farm  for  its  railroad, 

for dollars,  provided  that,  in  case  the  construction  of 

said  railroad  should  require  a  fill  across  a  certain  meadow,  on 
said  farm,  then  a  farm-crossing  should  be  made  and  left,  either 
over  said  embankment  or  through  the  same,  and  under  the 
tracks. 

II.  That  on  the day  of 18 . . ,  the  plaintiff 

received  from  the  defendant  the  said dollars,  and  exe* 

cuted  and  delivered  to  it  a  deed  of  said  right  of  way,  contain- 
ing no  reference  to  any  agreement  as  to  a  farm-crossing,  which 

deed  was  recorded  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  in  the 

officQ  of  the  county  recorder  of county,  in  book 

of  deeds. 

III.  That  on  or  about  the day  of j  18. . ,  the 

defendant  constructed  its  railroad  across  said  farm,  and  made  a 
fill  across  said  meadow,  fifteen  feet  high,  but  left  no  farm- 

*  "Brashier  v.  Gratz,  6  Wheat.  628.  Reformed  Dutch  Church  v.  Mott,  7  Id. 

» Story's  Eq.,  sees.  760,701;  Sudg.  77;  Viele  v.  Troy  and  Boston  R.  R. 

on  Vend.   112,  sec.  3;  Exp.  Storer,  Co.,  21  Barb.  381;  affirmed,  20  N.  Y. 

Davies,  294;  Haightv.  Child,  34  Barb.  184;  Cleveland  v,  Burrill,  2o  Barb. 

18G;  Purcell  v.  Miner,  4  Wall.  51.3.  532. 

'  Clute  V.  Robinson,  2  Johns.  595;  *Erwin  v.  Parham,  12  How.  U.S. 

Pierce  v.  Nichols,  1  Paige  Ch.  244;  197. 
Ebtxe,  Yoz*.  II~23 
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crossing,  either  over  or  through  the  embankment  thus  con- 
structed. 

lY.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  said  day,  requested  the  defendant 
to  make  or  leave  such  a  crossing,  but  the  defendant,  through 
John  Doe,  its  superintendent,  refused  so  to  do. 

y.  That  for  want  of  such  a  crossing,  the  plaintiff  has  ever 
since  said  day  been  forced  to  drive  his  cattle  daily,  in  going 
from  his  barn  to  the  main  part  of  his  farm,  around  the  side  of 
said  valley,  and  a  half  mile  out  of  the  direct  and  accustomed 

way,  whereby  he  has  been  damaged  to  the  amount  of 

dollars. 

YI.  That  unless  a  crossing  is  constructed  as  agreed,  the 
plaintiff's  farm  can  not  be  conveniently  used  as  such,  and  will 
be  irreparably  injured. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  for  a  judgment  for  the  immedi- 
ate construction  of  a  proper  farm-crossing,  as  agreed,  and  for 
damages  in  the  sum  of dollars.^ 


CHAPTER  Vn. 

USURPATION   OF  OFFICE. 

§  2902.  By  the  People,  etc.,  on  the  Ck>mplaint  of  a  Pri« 
vate  Party. 

Form  No,  668. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  California,  ^ 
on  the  complaint  of  A.  B.,  Plaint-  i 
iffa, 

agmnst 
0.  D.,  Defendant. 

The  people  of  the  state  of  California,  by  E.  F.,  their  attor- 
ney general,  upon  the  information  and  complaint  of  said  A.  B., 
complain  of  the  said  defendant,  and  allege: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at an 

election  was  duly  held  in  the [precinct,  district,  or 

county]   of  this  state,  for  the  office   of  [here  designate   the 

office],  for  the  term  of years,  from  the day  of 

,18.. 

II.  That  at  the  said  election  one received  the  great- 
est number  of  legal  votes  for  the  said  office. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  the  defend- 

'  This  form  is  taken,  in  substance,  the  judges  of  the  saperior  court  of 
from  those  adopted  and  approved  by    Connecticut. 
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fiDt  uHurped  the  said  office,  and  has  ever  since^'withbeld  the-fiame 

from  the  said 

AVberefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  thensiaid  office^4iud 
that  he  be  ousted  tberefrom. 

2.  That  tbe  said is  entitled  to- said -office,  and  that 

be  be  be  put  in  possession  of  tbe  same.* 

§  2903.  Action  in  General.— Actions  for  the  usurpation  of 
any  office,  franchise,  or  liberty,  or  on  the  part  of  a  corporation 
for  the  usurpation  of  a  franchise  not  authorized  by  law,  are 
brought  by  the  attorney  general."  He  may  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  the  name  of  the  person  rightfully  entitled  to  the  office, 
"with  a  statement  of  his  right  thereto.'  It  is  a  remedy  provided 
by  the  code,^  though  the  distinction  between  writs  of  mandate 
and  quo  warranto  are  still  recognized.*  It  is  the  proper  remedy 
to  try  the  right  to  an  office.'  The  contestant  in  a  proceeding  to 
contest  an  election  can  not  take  judgment  by  default;  the  alle- 
gations must  be  proved.^  Where  a  city  charter  provides  that 
the  common  council  shall  judge  of  the  qualifications,  elections, 
and  returns  of  their  own  members,  the  council  possesses  exclu- 
sive authority  to  pass  on  the  subject^  and  courts  have  no  juris- 
diction to  inquire  into  those  matters."  Where  a  failure  to 
qualify  works  a  forfeiture  of  the  office,  quo  warranto  is  the 
ancient  and  appropriate  and  usually  the  exclusive  method  of 
judicially  ascertaining  the  fact  and  ejecting  an  unlawful  incum- 
bent.' In  such  actions  the  court  may  not  only  determine  the 
right  of  the  defendant,  but  of  the  relator  also;  and  if  it  deter- 
mine in  favor  of  the  relator,  may  render  judgment  that  the  de- 
fendant forthwith  deliver  up  to  the  relator  the  office.'®  A  person 
holding  a  certificate  of  election  without  legal  title  to  the  office 
ia  an  intruder."  And  the  action  lies  against  an  intruder  into 
tbe  office  created  by  the  charter  of  a  corporation,"  A  certificate 
of  election  is  not  necessary  to  enable  a  party  claiming  to  Lave 
been  elected  to  bring  this  suit."  W*here  several  claim  an  office, 
their  rigbts  may  be  determined  in  a  single  action. '* 

*  For  mocle  of  proceeding  in  Call-  ^  Keller  v.  Chapman,  34  Cal.  GHo; 
fomia  to  contest  elections,  see  Cal.  Searcy  v.  Grow,  Ijid.  117;  Dorscy  v. 
Code  C.  P.,  sec.   1111  to  1127.     And    Barry,  24  Id.  449. 

for  proceedings  to  remove  civil  oHx-        *  People  v.  Metzker,  47  Cal.  524. 
ccrs  for  violation  of  official  duties,         •  llvdc  v.  The  State,  52  Ali-ui.  GG5. 
see  Stats,  of  Cal.  187^-4,  p.  911;  Hifct.       »»  People  v.  Banvard,  27  Cal.  470. 
Codes  and  Stats,  par.  10,810.  *^  People  v.  Jones,  20  Cal.  iO. 

*  5  Mass.  230.  "  People    v.    Kipp,    4    Cow.    382; 
»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  804.  People  v.  Tihbcts,  Id.  3<:8. 

*  People  V.  Olds,  3  Cal.  ?75.  "  Magee  v.  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

*  Id.  177.  Calaveras  Co.,  10  Cal.  370. 

*  People  V.  Scouuell,  7  CaL  439.  "  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  808. 
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For  usurpation  of,  intrusion  into,  or  unlawful  holding  any 
public  office,  ciyil  or  military,  this  action  will  lie;*  or  to  try  the 
title  to  office; '  or  to  test  the  right  of  an  appointee  of  the  board 
of  pilot  commissioners;'  or  against  one  in  possession  of  an 
office  to  which  he  has  not  been  duly  elected,  but  who  holds  a 
certificate  from  the  board  of  election  canvassers.'  The  posses- 
sion of  the  certificate  affords  him  at  most  but  a  color  of  title, 
and  does  not  invest  him  with  the  right  which  belongs  to  an- 
other.* It  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  title  to  the  office, 
and  not  conclusive.'  It  is  competent  to  go  behind  the  certifi- 
cate in  such  proceedings,  as  the  issuance  of  a  commission  is  a 
mere  ministerial  act.^  Damages  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
usurpation  may  be  recovered  by  action.' 

§  2904.  Appointment  to  Office  —  De  Facto  Officer.— 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  California  constitution,  two  events 
must  coincide  before  the  governor  is  authorized  to  appoint  to 
an  office.  There  must  be  both  a  vacancy,  and  no  mode  pro- 
vided by  the  constitution  and  laws  for  filling  *'  such  vacancy." ' 
The  constitutional  provision  only  steps  in  where  no  other  ap- 
2:>ointing  power  is  provided;  and  it  has  been  repeatedly  held 
that  the  constitutional  provision  conferring  power  on  the  gov- 
ernor in  the  cases  specified  should  be  strictly  construed  when 
there  is  any  doubt,  so  as  to  limit  the  power  of  the  governor." 
When  an  office  becomes  vacant  and  is  filled  by  appointment,  the 
term  of  the  officer  appointed  continues  until  the  next  election 
by  the  people  authorized  by  law."  To  constitute  a  person  a 
de  faclo  officer  as  distinguished  from  a  usurper,  he  should 
have  been  put  into  the  office  and  have  secured  the  holding 
thereof  in  such  manner  as  to  be  considered  in  peaceable  pos- 
session, and  actually  exercising  the  functions  of  an  officer;  an 
intrusion  by  force  is  not  sufficient."  An  appointment  of  the 
clerk  of  a  court  by  a  de  faclo  judge  is  gQod  as  against  an  ap- 
pointment made  by  the  judge  de  jure,  even  after  the  judge  de 

1  People  V.  Olds,  3  Cal.  167;  Lewis  ^  California  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 

V.  Oliver,  4  Abb.  Pr.  121;  People  v.  ure,  sec.  807. 

Sampson,  25  Barb.  254.  *  People  v.  Mizner,  7  Cal.  523;  Peo- 

«  }'co])le  V.   Scannell,  7   Cal.   432;  pie  v.  Stratton,  28  Id.  392;  The  Peo- 

Mayor  of  N.  Y.  v.  Oonover,  5  Abb.  pie  ex  rel.  Shoafif  v.  Parker,  37  Id. 

Pr.  171.  039. 

»  People  ex  rel.  Palmer  v.  Wood-  "  T|io  People  ex  rel.  Shoaff  v.  Par- 
bury,  1 4  Cal.  43.  ker,  37  Cal.  649. 

*  I'coplc  V.  Jones,  20  CaL  60.  "  People  v.  Mathewson,  47  Cal.  442. 

*  Id.  "  State  ex  rel.  Corey  v.   Curtis,  9 
^  Magee  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  Nev.  325;  see  also  Braidy  v.  Theritt, 

10  Cal.  376.  17  Kan.  468,  and  State  v.  Carroll,  38 

^  Conger   v.    Gilmer,    32  Cal.  76;    Conn.  449. 
People  V.  Seaman,  6  Denio,  409. 
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facto  has  been  ousted  and  the  judge  de  jure  installed  under  ju- 
dicial decision.' 

§  2905.    Averments  in  Complaint. — The  complaint  should 
state  the  facts  constituting  the  usurpation,  which  constitute  the 
cause  of  action.'    An  averment  that  the  defendants  ''are  and 
have  been  for  some  time  past  unlawfully  holding- and  exercis- 
ing the  ofQces"   in  controversy,   specifying    particular   acts, 
''when  in  fact  they  had  and  have  no  lawful  right  or  title  to 
hold  or  exercise  the  said  offices/'  is  a  suQicient  allegation  that 
they  have  usurped  the  offices.*    If  the  relator  claims  title  in 
himself,  his  averments  of  title,  if  defective  or  insufficient  on 
their  face,  are  liable  to  demurrer;  but  the  sustaining  of  such 
demurrer  does  not  affect  the  judgment  which  ought  to  be  ren« 
dered  against  the  defendant  if  the  averments  as  to  his  usurpa- 
tion are  sustained.^     "That  an  election  was  duly  and  legally 
held  pursuant  to  the  statute,"  was  held  sufficient  as  to  the  time, 
and  that  it  was  on  the  day  prescribed  by  law.'    A  complaint  in 
quo  warranto  against  a  plank-road  company  must  aver  time  of 
incorporation  or  date  of  organization,  that  the  court  may  know 
by  what  statute  the  decision  is  to  be  governed/    In  an  action 
by  one  claiming  to  have  been  elected  to  an  office,  against  his 
predecessor,  to  compel  a  surrender  of  the  books  and  papers  be- 
longing to  the  office,  plaintiffmust  shovf  prima  fade  that  a  vacancy 
existed  in  the  office,  and  that  he  was  elected  to  £11  it.^    An 
allegation  that  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  office  without 
lawful  authority,  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  intrusion  and  usur- 
pation.    If  the  complaint  be  defective  in  this  particular,  the 
defect  must  be  reached  by  special  demurrer.^    In  pleading  a 
party's  title  to  public  office,  an  averment  that  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  on  a  specified  day,  he  was 
duly  appointed  to  fill  such  office,  and  duly  made  and  executed 
his  official  bond  with  sureties,  and  took  the  oath  of  office  re- 
quired by  law,  and  was  thereby  constituted  such  officer,  and 
was  thenceforth  entitled  to  hold  and  administer  such  office,  is 
sufficient  on  demurrer.'    The  complaint  need  not  state  that 
the  claimant  possessed  the  requisite  qualifications,  nor  that  he 
has  taken  the  oath  and  given  bond  of  office,  nor  need  it  state 
the  number  of  votes  given;  ^^  as  the  complaint  may  be  good 

*  People  V.  Staton,  73  N.  C.  546.  ^Doane   v.   Scannell,  7  Cal.  303: 
'  State  V.  Messmore,  14  Wis.  115.       People  v.  Scannell,  Id.  439. 

»  State  V.  Price,  50  Ala.  668.  *  People  v.  Woodbury,  14  Cal.  43. 

*  Id.  »  Piatt  V.  Stout,  14  Abb.  Pr.  178. 

*  People  V.  Ryder,  12  N.  Y.  433.  "People  ex  rel.  Ci-ane  v.  Ryder,  12 

*  Covington  etc.  Co.  v.  Van  Sickle,    K  Y.  433;  S.  C,  16  Barb.  370. 
18  lud.  214. 
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against  tbe  defendants  without  showing  title  in  the  relator. ' 
Under  the  California  statute,  the  complaint  need  not  aver  that 
it  has  been  filed  within  forty  days  after  the  return  day.  If  the 
complaint  has  not  been  filed  within  the  statutory  time,  it  is  a 
matter  of  defense,  to  be  made  by  answer  in  the  nature  of  a 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  or  to  be  taken  advantage  of  by  motioa 
to  dismiss  the  proceedings.' 

§  29C6.  Action  in  Arkansas  and  Loiiisiana. — The  writ  of 
quo  warranto  lies  against  a  corporation  for  the  abuse  of  its 
charter.'  But  in  Louisiana  the  writ  of  quo  warrantx)  will  not  be 
granted  to  test  the  right  to  a  state  office.* 

§  2C07.  In  Illinois. — In  Illinois  a  proceeding  by  quo  war^ 
ranio  is  a  criminal  prosecution,  and  should  be  carried  on  "in 
the  name  and  by  the  authority  of  the  people  of  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois," and  should  conclude  "  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of 
the  same."*  When  it  is  resorted  to  for  the  protection  of  indi- 
vidual rights,  it  is  in  substance,  though  not  in  form,  a  civil  suit, 
and  a  change  of  venue  will  be  allowed  under  the  statute,  the 
same  as  in  civil  cases.'  And  it  should  be  alleged  that  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  filed  holds  and  executes  some  office  or  fran- 
chise, describing  it.^  It  is  the  proper  mode  of  testing  the 
question  of  forfeiture  of  a  charter.^  Leave  to  file  an  informa- 
tion is  not  granted  as  a  matter  of  course;  it  rests  in  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court.  The  court  or  judge  may  grant  leave,  or 
may  enter  an  order  on  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  an 
information  should  not  be  filed.'  The  fact  that  the  relator  took 
part  in  an  election  of  the  officers  complained  against  is  a  fatal 
objection  to  the  application  on  his  part  for  leave  to  file  an  in- 
formation* charging  them  with  unlawfully  acting  as  such." 

§  2908.  In  Massachusetts. — The  proceeding  in  quo  war- 
ranio  is  applied  to  testing  the  right  to  the  use  of  lands  below 
low-water  mark.^^  In  Massachusetts,  the  action  lies  for  the  pur- 
pose of  dissolving  a  corporation,  or  seizing  its  franchises;"  in 
cases  of  usurpation  by  individuals  of  offices  holden  of  the  com- 
monwealth;" against  an  officer  appointed  by  the  governor  and 

» People   V.  Abbott,   16  Cal.   358;  •Wilmans  v.  Thorresident,  etc.,  1 

People  V.  Ryder,  10  Barb.  370.  Gilm.6G7;  People  v.  Adm'r  of  Backus, 

»  Preston  v.  Culbertson,  58  Cal.  198.  32  111.  82. 

»  Smith  V.  State,  21  Ark.  294  •  People  v.  Moore,  73  IlL  132. 

*  Terry  v.  Stauffcr,  17  La.  Aun.  306.  >«>  Id. 

*Douiiclly  V.  People,  11   111.  552;  ^^Commonwealth    v.    Roxbury,    9 

People  V.  Mississippi  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  Gray,  451. 

13  Id.  66;  Wight  v.  People,  15  Id.  "Commonwealth  v.   Union   Insur* 

417;  see  Puterbaugh*8  PI.  &  Pr.  069.  ance  Co.,  5  Mass.  230. 

•  People  V.  Shaw,  13  IlL  581.  "  Commonwealth    v.     Fowler,     10 
7  21  111.  65.  Mass.  295. 
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couDcily  viz.,  a  judge  of  probate,  as  well  as  those  boldiug  cor- 
porate offices  or  franchises.*  So  of  the  right  of  persons  exer- 
cising the  functions  of  parish  officers  in  colori  officii.*  Against 
n  corporation,  for  a  forfeiture  of  their  charter;^  or  a  violation 
of  their  charter.^  It  does  not  lie  against  the  managers  of  a  lot- 
teiy  appointed  by  a  corporation  having  the  grant  of  such  lot- 
tery.' Nor  against  a  railroad  company,  in  behalf  of  a  stock- 
holder, merely  because  the  corporation  issued  stock  below  the 
par  value,  and  began  to  construct  their  road  before  the  requi- 
site amount  of  stock  was  subscribed,  if  the  petitioner's  private 
interest  was  not  put  in  hazard.^  The  information  must  be  filed 
by  the  attorney  general;^  or  the  solicitor  general." 

§  2009.  In  Michigan. — Where  the  information  averred  that 
an  election  to  fill  the  offices  was  held,  and  the  relator  duly 
elected,  a  plea  was  held  to  be  good  which  set  forth  that  no 
votes  were  cast  to  fill  such  office.*  The  court  will  not  dismiss 
an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  on  motion  of 
the  relator  whose  name  was  used  without  his  authority,  but  will 
amend  the  information  by  striking  out  the  relator's  name.'*' 
Judgment  of  ouster  will  be  given  on  default.'*  If  the  defend- 
ant does  not  disclaim,  he  must  justify;  and  his  justification 
must  show  all  the  facts  necessary  to  establibh  his  lawful  right 
to  hold  the  office;  and  this  affirmative  showing  he  has  the  bur- 
den of  maintaining.*' 

§  2010.  In  Missouri. — A  writ  of  ouo  warranto  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  writ  of  right  for  the  state,  against  any  person  who  claims  or  ex- 
ercises any  office,  to  inquire  by  what  authoiity  he  supports  his 
claim,  and  it  issues  as  a  matter  of  course.*'  Leave  of  court  must 
first  be  obtained  before  the  information  can  be  filed,  as  the  rela- 
tion of  a  private  person,  but  otherwise  when  the  attorney  general- 
files  the  information  ex  officio.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court  being  appellate,  it  refused  to  issue  the  writ.*^  It  is  a  civil 
proceeding.**   The  sheriff  of  the  old  county  may  proceed  against 

>  Felton  V.  Dickinson,  10  Mass.  290.  '  GU>ddard  v.  Smithett,  3  Gray,  1 IG; 

"  First  Parish  in  Sudbury  v.  Steams,  Commonwealth  v.  Union  Fire  and  Ma- 

21  Pick.  155.  rine  Ins.  Co.,  5  Mass.  230. 

'  Commonwealth   v.   Tenth    Mass.  '  As  to  its  exercise  in  ttie  dissolu- 

Turnpike  Co.,  5  Cush.  509.  tion    of    insolvent  corporations,   see 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Tenth  Mass.  People  v.  Bank  of  Pontiac,  12  Mich. 
Turnpike  Co. ,  1 1  Cush.  171.  627. 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Dearborn,  13  ^*^  People  v.  Knight,  13  Mich.  230. 
Mass.  125.  "  People  Connor,  13  Mich.  238. 

"  Hastings  v.  Amherst  and  Belcher-       "  Larko  v.  Crawford,  28  Mich.  88. 
town  R.  II.,  9  Cush.  696.  *' State  v.  Perpetual  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  8 

T  Goddard    v.    Smithett,   3    Gray,  Mo.  330;  State  v.  Stone,  25  Id.  555. 
110;  Commonwealth   v.    Union  Fire       ** State  v.  Stewart,  32  Mo.  379. 
and  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  5  Mass.  230.  ^^  State  v.  Lingo,  26  Mo.  496. 
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the  person  assuming  to  act  as  sheriff  of  the  new  couDty,  ^'hen 
the  act  establishiDg  the  new  county  within  the  borders  of  the 
old  county  is  unconstitutional.^  Where  an  office  is  already  filled 
by  a  person  holding  by  color  of  right,  quo  warranto  is  the  proper 
remedy.'  A  recorder  who  has  failed  to  take  and  file  the  oaih 
prescribed  by  the  new  constitution  may  be  removed  upon  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,^  In  a  suit  against 
a  defaulter,  the  petition  should  show  that  the  person,  when 
appointed  to  the  second  office,  was  in  default,  and  accountable 
for  public  moneys.*  Neither  in  this  state  nor  under  the  statute 
of  Anne  is  the  relator  necessarily  a  claimant  for  the  office 
alleged  to  be  usurped;  nor  is  the  relator's  title  necessarily  ex- 
amined into,  except  so  far  as  it  may  incidentally  or  indirectly 
affect  the  right  of  the  defendant;  nor  can  the  qualifications  of 
electors  be  inquired  into  upon  an  information  in  the  nature  of 
quo  warranto,^ 

§  2911.  In  Nevr  York. — In  New  Tork  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto  is  a  civil  action.^  It  may  be  main- 
tained to  establish  title  to  a  public  office.^  In  such  action  it 
may  be  shown  that  a  sufficient  number  of  the  votes  cast  for  a 
person  who  received  the  certificate  were  illegal,  to  annul  his 
majority,  and  his  election  may  be  set  aside  for  that  reason.' 
Such  action  lies  against  a  corporation,  of  which  a  receiver  was 
appointed  on  account  of  its  insolvency,  to  vacate  its  charter  and 
prohibit  it  from  acting.'  It  lies  against  a  corporation  for  carry- 
ing on  banking  business  without  authority,  this  being  a  fran- 
chise given  by  statu te.'°  So  is  the  possession  of  corporate 
powers. ^^  So  is  the  appointment  of  professors  of  an  incorporated 
college."  The  object  of  the  code  is  to  provide  a  speedy  and 
•effective  mode  of  determining  the  claims  of  pera)n8  to  exercise 
the  duties  of  any  office  within  the  state,  and  it  net;essarily  in- 
volves a  determination  of  the  existence  of  the  particular  office." 
An  action  can  not  be  maintained  by  an  individual  either  as  cor- 
porator or  tax-payer  to  determine  the  legality  of  the  election 
of  one  claiming  to  hold  a  municipal  office,  unless  plaintiff  is 


1  State  V.  Scott,  17  Mo.  621. 

^  St.  Louis  Ck).  Court  v.  Sparks,  10 
Mo.  117. 

»SUte  V.  Bemoudy,  36  Mo.  279. 

*Ex  parte  Bellows,  1  Mo.  115. 

*  State  V.  Vail,  53  Mo.  97;  State  v. 
Townsley,  56  Id.  107. 

«  People  V.  Cook,  8  N.  Y.  07;  affirm- 
inffS.  C,  14  Barb.  259. 

^  Heople  ex  rcl.  Smith  v.  Pease,  27 
N.  Y.  45. 


■  People  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Pease,  27 
N.  Y.  45. 

'  People  ex  rel.  Barton  v.  Rensselaer 
Ins.  Co.,  38  Barb.  323;  People  v. 
^Vashington  Ice  Co.,  18  Abb.  Pr.  382. 

1"  People  V.  Utica  Ins.  Co.,  15  Johns. 
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"  People  V.  Tibbets,  4  Cow.  384. 

*2  People  V.  Trustees  of  Geneva  Col- 
lege, 5  Wend.  211. 

^  People  V.  Carpenter,  24  N.  Y.  80. 
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thereby  affected  in  bis  private  rigbts,  as  distinct  from  other 
corporators.  The  remedy  is  by  appropriate  proceedings  in  the 
name  of  the  people  of  the  state. ^  Nor  can  an  action  be  main- 
tained by  an  individual  claiming  to  hold  a  municipal  office,  to 
determine  his  right  thereto,  when  it  does  not  appear  tbat  any 
person  claims  the  right  thereto  in  hostility  to  him,  or  that  his 
legal  rights  as  officer  have  been  interfered  with  by  the  defend- 
ant.^ The  burden  is  on  the  defendant  of  showing  that  he  has 
a  legal  title  to  the  office  before  he  can  have  judgment  in  his 
favor;  but  a  failure  to  do  so  on  his  part  does  not  establish  the 
title  of  the  relator.  Upon  that  issue  plaintiffs  have  the  affirma- 
tive, and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  them.'  The  evidence  of 
voters  is  proper,  and  they  may  be  required  to  testify  for  whom 
thev  voted.* 

§  2912.  In  North  Carolina. — An  information  in  the  nature 
of  a  writ  of  quo  warranto  against  a  corporation,  to  have  its  priv- 
ileges declared  forfeited  because  of  neglect  and  abuse  in  their 
exercises,  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  attorney  general, 
and  can  not  be  instituted  in  the  name  of  a  solicitor  of  a  judicial 
district.* 

§  2913.  In  Ohio. — On  a  judgment  of  ouster  in  quo  warranto, 
against  an  incumbent  in  office,  the  court  will  not  proceed  to 
adjudge  in  favor  of  another  claimant  whose  election  is  then  in 
process  of  regular  contest.* 

§  2914.  In  Pennsylvania. — Jurisdiction  in  quo  warranto  is 
exercised  by  the  supreme  court,  and  the  state  has  power  to  in- 
quire into  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  corporations  reserving 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  such  cases.^  The  supreme  court 
will  grant  the  writ  to  try  the  right  of  a  member  of  the  common 
council  to  a  seat  in  that  body.*  The  writ  may  issue  against  a 
public  officer  for  bribery,  fraud,  or  any  willful  violation  of  the 
election  law  without  a  preliminary  conviction  for  the  offense; 
and  the  question  whether  the  offense  was  committed  may  be 
tried  in  the  proceedings  under  the  writ  of  quo  warranto,^ 

§  2915.  In  United  States  Territories. — A  proceeding  in 
the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  in  one  of  the  territories  of  the 
United  States,  to  test  the  right  of  a  person  to  exercise  the  func- 

^Demareat  v.  Wickham,  63  N.  Y.        « State  v.  Taylor,  15  Ohio  St.  137. 
320.  ''Commonwealth    v.    Delaware    & 

*Id.  Hudson  Canal  Co.,  43  Pa.  St.  295. 

'  li^eople    V.  Thacher,  55    N.   Y.        *  Commonwealth  v.  Mee&er,  44  Pa. 
525.  St.  341. 

*  Id.  •  Commonwealth  v.  Walter,  83  Pa. 

^Houston   V.  Ncuse  Kiver  Co.,  8    St.  105. 
Jones,  476. 
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tions  of  a  judge  of  the  supreme  couit  of  tbe  territory,  must  be 
in  the  name  of  tbe  United  States,  and  not  in  tlie  name  of  the 
territory.^ 

§  291(5.  In  Wisconsin. — In  Wisconsin,  the  writ  and  the 
substituted  proceeding  by  information,  in  the  nature  of  quo 
warranto,  are  abrogated  by  statute,  and  a  civil  action  lies  in 
their  place.* 

§  2917.  Salary  of  Office. — The  salary  annexed  to  a  public 
office  is  incident  to  the  title  of  the  office,  and  not  to  its  occupa- 
tion and  exercise.'  And  a  party  elected  and  qualified,  and 
being  ready  and  willing  to  enter  upon  the  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  the  office,  his  right  to  the  salary  is  unnfifected  by  the 
fact  that  a  usurper  discharged  the  duties  of  the  office.* 

§  2918.  Vacancy. — Vacancy  in  office  is  defined  in  the  con- 
stitution in  California.^  When  the  constitution  enumerates  the 
events  that  constitutes  a  vacancy,  all  other  causes  of  vacancy 
are  excluded,  except  when  this  construction  leads  to  an  injuri- 
ous result.'  In  tbe  states  of  Pennsylvania  and  Missouri,  it  has 
been  held  that  a  vacancy  does  not  occur,  but  the  incumbent  of 
the  expired  term  holds  over.^  If  an  office,  filled  by  appoint- 
ment of  the  governor,  requires  the  confirmation  of  the  senate, 
such  a  vacancy  therein  as  will  authorize  the  governor  to  fill  the 
same  without  the  consent  of  the  senate,  can  be  caused  only  by 
the  death  or  resignation  of  the  incumbent,  or  by  the  happening 
of  some  other  event,  by  reason  of  which  the  duties  of  the  office 
are  no  longer  discharged.  The  expiration  of  the  term  of  the 
incumbent  simply,  if  he  continues  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the 
office,  does  not  create  such  a  vacancy  as  authorizes  the  governor 
to  appoint  without  the  action  of  the  senate.' 

§  2919.  The  Same— Against  an  Appointed  Officer  for 
Holding  Over. 

Form  No.  6S9. 
[Title  and  Commencement,  as  in  Last  Form.] 

I.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the 

defendant  was  duly  appointed ,  by  the  supervisors  of 

» Territory  v.  Lockwood,  3  Wall.  •  People  v.  Whitman,  10  Cal.  38; 

23C.      The  pi-oper  practice  in  such  Brooks  v.  Mclony,  15  Cal.  58.     As  to 

cases,  in  quo  warranto^  stated:  United  when  a  vacancy  occurs  in  an  office,  see 

States  V.  Lockwooil,  Burn.  215.  Peopleexrel.  Shoaffv.  Parker,  37  Cal. 

'''State  V.  Messmore,  14  Wis.  115.  G39;citinfl;  and  commenting  on  various 

'Principle  .nflirmed   in  Dorsey  v.  coses,  and  also  People  ex  rel.Baird  v. 

Smytli,  2S  Cal.  21;  People  v.  Oul-  Tilton,  Id.  G 14;  likewise  citing  fnany 

ton,  Id.  44.  cases  and  commenting  thereon. 

*  Dorsey  v.  Smith,  28  Cal.  21 ;  cited  '  Commonwealth  v.  Hauley,  0  Pa. 

in  Carroll  v.  Seibenthaler,  37  Id.  193.  St.  513;  State  v.  Lusk.  18  Mo.  333. 

6  People  V.  Whitman,  10  Cal.  38.  »  People  v.  Biasell,  49  CaL  407. 


§  2920.  USURPATION  OF  OFFICE.  363 

said  city,  and  immediately  thereafter  entered  upon  the  duties 
of  the  said  office,  and  continued  therein  until  his  removal  as 
herein  stated. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  defendant  was 

duly  removed  from  the  said  office  by  the  supervisors  of  said  city. 

III.  That  immediately  after  the  removal  of  the  defendant  as 

aforesaid,  one  A.  B.  was  duly  appointed ,  by  the  su« 

pervisors  of  the  city,  to  fill  the  vacancy  made  by  the  removal  of 
the  said  defendant  as  aforesaid. 

lY.  That  the  said  A.  B.  thereupon  accepted  the  said  office, 
and  in  the  form  and  within  the  time  required  by  law  and  the 
ordinances  of  the  said  city,  took  and  subscribed  before  the 
mayor  of  the  said  city,  and  filed  in  his  office,  the  oath  of  office 

of  the  said  A.  B.,  as  such ,  and  also  executed  and  filed 

in  the  office  of  the of  the  said  city,  an  official  bond, 

with  sufficient  sureties,  approved  by  the  said ,  in  the 

amount  prescribed  by  the  ordinances  of  the  said  city. 

Y.  That  the  said  A.  B. ,  after  the  filing  of  such  official  oath 
and  bond,  demanded  of  the  said  defendant  the  possession  of  the 
said  office,  which  the  said  defendant  refused;  and  he  still  con- 
tinues to  usurp,  hold,  and  exercise  the  said  office,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  said  A.  B. 

"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 

1.  That  the  defendant,  is  not  entitled  to  the  said  office,  and 
that  he  be  ousted  and  excluded  therefrom. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  said  office,  and  that  he 
be  admitted  into  the  same,  and  to  all  the  rights  and  emoluments 
thereof.^ 

§  2920.  To  Dissolve  a  Corporation  for  Exercising 
Franchise  not  Conferred  by  LaTV. 

Form  No.  660, 
[Title  and  Commencemeiit  as  in  Form  658.] 

I.  [Aver  incorporation  of  defendants,  as  in  form  No.  78.] 

II.  That  said  corporation,  for  the  space  of months  past, 

has  exercised,  without  any  warrant,  charter,  or  grant,  the  fran- 
chise [insert  user],  and  has  [recite  its  acts  in  this  usurpation  of 
franchise],  and  has  exercised  franchises  not  conferred  upon  it 
by  law. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment: 
1.  That  the  defendant  [naming  the  corporation]  be  excluded 
from  all  corporate  rights,  privileges,  and  franchises. 

^  That  defendant  may  in  Buch  actions  be  arrested,  see  Cal.  Cknle  C.  P., 
sec.  804. 
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2.  That  the  Baid  corporation  be-dissolved. 

3.  And  for  costs  of  this  action.^ 

^  As  to  the  rules  of  pleading  in  such  general:  Cal.   Civil  Code,   sec.   358; 

cases,  see  Cal.  Code  0.  P.,  sees.  802  see  also  People  v.  Kavenswood  etc. 

to  810,  for  involuntary  dissolution,  Turnpike  and  Bridge  Co.,  20  Barb, 

and  sees.  1227  to  1233,  same  code,  for  518;   People  v.   Utica  Ins.   Co.,    15 

Toluntary  dissolution;   see  also  Cal.  Johns.  358;  People  v.  Richardson,  4 

Civil  Code,  sees.  399  to  403.     The  due  Cow.   97.     The  proceeding  must  be 

incorporation  of  a  company,  claiming  against    the    corporation    itself,  not 

to  act  as  such  in  good  faith,  can  not  merely  against  tne  individual  mem- 

bo  inquired  into  m  a  collateral  pro-  bers:  The  State  v.  Taylor,  25  Ohio 

ceeding  by  a  private  party;  but  such  St.  279;  State  v.  Barron,  57  N.  H. 

inquiry  may  be  had  at  the  suit  of  the  498. 
state,  on  information  of  the  attorney 
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STATUTORY  ACTIONS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

FOR  FORCIBLE  ENTRY  AND    UNLAWFUL  DETAINER. 

§  2921.    For  Forcible  Entry. 

Form  No.  66U 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  he  was  in  the 
peaceable  and  actual  possession  of  all  that  certain  piece  or  parcel 
of  land  [describe  the  premises],  and  of  the  dwelling-house, 
barns,  and  sheds  thereon. 

II.  That  on  the day  of » 18. .,  and  while  the 

plaintiff  was  so  in  possession  of  said  land  and  premises,  the  de- 
fendant, with  violence  and  a  strong  hand,  and  by  force,  entered 
thereon,  and  in  a  forcible  manner  ejected  said  plaintiff,  and  put 
Lim  out  of  said  lands  and  tenements,  and  broke  the  doors  and 
windows  of  said  house,  and  tore  down  and  destroyed  said  barn 
and  sheds  [set  out  the  facts  showing  a  forcible  entry],  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,  and  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 
dollars. 

Or,  if  the  action  is  brought  under  the  second  clause  of  section 
1159  of  the  California  code  of  civil  procedure,  or  other  similar 
statute,  allege  in  place  of  the  foregoing,  as  follows: 

II.  That  afterward,  to  wit,  on  the day  of >  18 . . , 

and  while  the  plaintiff  was  so  in  possession  of  said  land  and 
premises,  the  defendant  peaceably  entered  thereon,  and  after- 
wards, and  on  the  same  day,  forcibly  turned  out  and  expelled 
the  plaintiff  therefrom  [or  if  the  eviction  was  by  threats  and 
menacing  conduct,  state  the  facts  in  regard  thereto],  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,  and  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff 
dollars. 

866 
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III.  That  the  said  defendant  unlawfully  withholds  and  keeps 
possession  of  said  land  and  premises,  and  has  so  held  and  kept 
possession  of  the  same  at  all  times  since  the  said day  of 

IV.  That  in  consequence-  of  said  acts  the  plaintiff  has  beea 
deprived  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  said  land  and 
premises,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Jctdgmknt.] 

§  2922.  Action — Character  of. — ^The  action  is  a  summary 
proceeding  to  recover  possession  of  premises  forcibly  or  unlaw- 
fully detained.  The  inquiry  in  such  cases  is  confined  to  the 
actual  peaceable  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  unlawful  or 
forcible  ouster  or  detention  by  defendant,  the  object  of  the  law 
being  to  prevent  the  disturbance  of  the  public  peace  by  tha 
forcible  assertion  of  a  private  right.  Question  of  title  or  right 
of  possession  can  not  arise;  a  forcible  entry  upon  the  actual 
possession  of  plaintiff  being  proven,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
restitution,  though  the  fee  simple,  title,  and  present  right  of 
possession  are  shown  to  be  in  the  defendant.^  At  common  law, 
a  person  holding  the  title  to  land,  and  having  a  present  right  of 
entry,  might  use  actual  force  in  entering,  if  necessary,  for  over- 
coming any  forcible  resistance,  because  his  right  of  entry  being 
perfect,  no  other  person  could  lawfully  resist  him  in  the  exercise 
of  his  perfect  right.  The  English  statutes  of  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  declared  that  an  entry  with  actual  force  should  subject 
the  party  so  entering  to  an  indictment  for  any  consequential 
breach  of  the  peace,  and  to  restitution  of  possession,  and  also 
to  an  action  of  trespass.  But  these  statutes  have  always  been 
so  construed  as  not  to  affect  the  common-law  right  of  ]astif3ung 
in  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum /regit  the  forcible  entry, 
by  pleading  and  i^roviug  a  right  of  entry,  and  hence  liberum 
tenemeuium  has,  notwithstanding  those  statutes,  been  always 
held  to  be  an  effectual  plea  to  the  action  of  trespass,  and  thus 
proves  that  the  right  of  entry  is  the  right  to  make  an  actual 
entry  on  the  land.'  The  statutes  against  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  are  not  aimed  against  the  right  of  entry,  nor  even 
against  the  entry  where  the  right  to  enter  exists,  but  against  an 
entry,  irrespective  of  the  right,  under  circumstances  specially 
named  or  described  in  the  statute.  The  right  of  entry  could 
not  be  taken  away  by  statute,  though  it  is  entirely  competent 

» McCauley  v.  Weller,  12  Cal.  500;  *  Chief     Justice     Roberteon,     in 

Bomero  v.  (Jouzalcs,   1  West  Coast  Tribble  v.  Frauie,   7  J.   J.   Marah, 

R*;p.  IGO;  Vol!  v.  Uollls,  60  Cal.  M9;  COl. 
Holland  v.  Green,  62  Id.  07. 
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for  the  legislature,  in  the  interest  of  peace  and  good  order,  to 
prohibit  its  exercise  in  such  manner  as  would  involve  a  breach 
of  the  i^eace  or  the  wrongful  injury  or  destruction  of  i)roperty. 
The  injury  to  the  public  through  an  improper  exercise  of  this 
important  right  may  directly  affect  but  one  person,  yet  it  is  a 
wrong  to  the  public,  just  as  a  crime  committed  against  the 
person  of  A.  is  yet  an  offense  against  the  commonwealth.  Upon 
no  other  theory  can  any  valid  statute  be  framed  which  shall  take 
away  from  me  a  right,  or  hinder  its  exercise,  any  more  than  I 
can  be  dej^rived  of  my  property  by  the  mere  force  of  legislative 
enactment.  The  other  branch  of  the  statute,  that  in  relation  to 
unlawful  detaiuer,  is  merely  a  summary  mode  of  recovering 
possession  by  action  from  a  tenant  of  real  property.  It  will  be 
observed  that  under  the  California  statute  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  an  ''unlawful  entry"  except  as  constituting,  under 
certain  circumstances,  a  ''forcible  detainer."  This  action  is 
not  intended  as  a  substitute  for  the  action  of  ejectment.^  The 
purpose  of  the  action  is  to  obtain  a  restitution  of  the  premises 
and  damages  occasioned  by  the  forcible  entry  and  detaiuer,  but 
when  damages  are  claimed  which  do  not  necessarily  result  from 
the  forcible  entry  or  detainer,  the  title  to  the  property  injured 
may  be  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry,  as  in  other  actions  for  the 
same  injury.'  Such  action  does  not  lie  to  enforce  an  incorporeal 
right  of  way,  although  an  action  on  the  case  might  be  main- 
tained for  its  obstruction,  or  a  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  an 
interference  therewith.*  Nor  can  an  action  for  unlawful  entr}% 
unaccompanied  by  actual  force,  be  maintained,  under  vthe 
statute  of  New  Mexico,  ou  the  ground  of  such  entry  being  con- 
structively forcible.* 

§  2923.  Actual  Possession.— The  complaint  must  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual,  and  not  merely  in  the  con- 
structive possession  or  occupancy  of  the  premises  within  five 
days  preceding  the  entiy;  but  that  does  not  require  an  actual 
residence  or  bodily  presence.^  The  possession  of  a  servant  is 
the  possession  of  his  principal.'  Nor  is  cultivation  necessary, 
nor  improvement,  as  contradistinguished  from  the  erection  of 
substantial  fences  or  barriers  marking  the  line  of  the  premises 
over  which  control  is  asserted.     The  erection  of  a  substantial 

'  Hodgkins  v.  Jordou,  29  Cal.  577;  ^Romero  v.  Gonzales,  1  West  Coast 

Owen  V.  Doty,  27  Iil.  502;  Brandex-  Rep.  160. 

burg  v.Beithman,  2  West  Coast  Kep.  <^  Shelby  v.  Houston,  38  Cal.  410; 

774.  Wilson  v.   Shackleford,  41  Id.  630; 

*  Warburton  v.  Doble,  38  Cal.  619.  Leroux  v.  Murdock,  51  Id.  541;  Spiers 

•Rolwta  V.  Trujillo,  1  West  Coast  v.  Duane,  54  Id.  170. 

fiep.  519.  <^  Baker  v.  Dickson,  62  CaL  19. 


3G8  FORMS  OF  COMPLAINTS.  §  2924. 

fence  and  planting  of  ornamental  trees  around  a  city  lot  amount 
to  actual  possession.^  And  a  natural  barrier,  as  a  precipitous 
cliff  or  the  shore  of  a  deep  stream  or  the  ocean,  may  serve  as  a 
part  of  the  inclosure.'  Neither  a  good  and  substantial  fence 
nor  a  residence  upon  premises  is  necessaiy  to  a  peaceable  and 
actual  possession.  There  may  be  an  actual  possession  without 
fences  or  inclosure  of  any  kind.'  A  scrambling  possession,  or 
one  obtained  by  force  or  fraud,  and  maintained  for  a  time  by 
threats  or  violence,  is  insufficient.*  A  lease  of  premises  containing 
a  provision  that  the  lessor  may  during  the  term  occupy  all  or 
any  part  of  the  premises,  does  not  prevent  the  lessor  from 
maintaining  forcible  entry  and  detainer  against  a  stranger,  if 
the  lessor  continues  to  occupy  notwithstanding  the  lease;  and 
he  may  prove  such  occupation  on  the  trial.^  One  who  has 
simply  worked  on  a  mining  claim  for  prospecting  purposes,  but 
has  ceased  work,  atid  has  not  occupied  the  same  for  several 
months,  can  not  maintain  forcible  detainer  against  one  who 
enters  thereon  and  refuses  to  deliver  possession  on  demand.* 
§  2924.  Allegations  of  Complaint  Construed. — ^The  alle- 
gations of  a  complaint  must  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  pleader.  A  complaint  that  alleges  that  he  is  in  possession 
in  one  place,  and  in  another  avers  that  he  is  not,  shows  no 
cause  of  action.^  If  the  plaintiff  sues  upon  one  only,  or  upon 
two  of  the  causes  of  action  mentioned  in  the  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  act,  and  the  testimony  makes  a  cause  of  action  named 
in  the  act,  but  not  set  out  in  the  complaint,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court,  on  its  own  motion,  or  on  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
permit  him  to  amend  his  complaint  to  suit  the  testimony.'  A 
complaint  in  forcible  entry  and  detainer  in  two  counts,  the  first 
of  which  alleges  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  unlaw- 
ful entry  of  defendant,  without  alleging  a  withholding  of  any 
character,  or  a  demand  of  possession  or  refusal,  or  the  use  of 
any  force  or  menace;  and  in  the  second  count  shows  that,  the 
defendant  being  in  the  possession,  plaintiff  demanded  that  he 
surrender  possession,  which  defendant  refused  to  do,  but  still 
detains  them  by  force,  etc.,  is  bad  on  demurrer,  as  neither 
count  in  itself  states  a  cause  of  action.'    A  complaint  which 

^  Gray  v.  Collins,  42  Cal.  152.  »  Bowers  v.  Cherokee  Bob,  45  Cal. 

>  Couro^  V.  Daane,  45  Cal.  597.  495. 

•Goodrich  v.   Van  Landigham,  46  « Laird  v.  Waterford,  60  CaL  315. 

Cal.  601.  ^  Dickinson  v.  Maguire,  9  Cal.  46. 

*  Bowers  v.  Cherokee  Bob,  45  Cal.  •Valencia  v.  Couch,  32  CM.  340.   As 

495;  Conroy  v.  Daaue,  Id.  597;  VoU  to  when  complaint  may  be  amended, 

V.  Butler,  49  Id.  74;  Spiers  v.  Doane,  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  ecc.  1173. 

54  Id.  176.  >  Barlow  v.  Bums,  40  CaL  351. 
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alleges,  in  substance,  that  on  a  certain  day  the  defendant  un- 
lawfully entered  upon  the  land,  and  turned  the  plaintiff  out  of 
the  possession  thereof,  by  threats  and  menacing  conduct,  and 
ever  since  that  time  has  held,  and  still  does  hold  the  possession 
thereof,  by  threats  of  yiolence  against  the  plaintiff,  is  sufficient 
under  the  California  statute.^ 

§  2925.  The  Same. — In  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  a  de- 
scription of  the  land,  sufficiently  definite  to  enable  the  admin- 
istration of  0ubstautial  justice,  is  all  that  is  required  in  actions 
before  justices  of  the  peace.'  Where  the  complaint  described 
the  premises  as  ''about  ten  rods  square,  situated  within  and 
comprising  the  north-westerly  corner  of  that  certain  piece  or 
parcel  of  land  ?x)unded  and  described  as  follows,  to  wit "  [and 
then  goes  on  to  give  the  metes  and  bounds  of  a  tract  contain- 
ing one  hundred  and  forty-six  acres], ''  the  said  ten  rods  square 
being  situated,  etc. — the  proof,  among  other  things,  showed 
this  ten  rods  to  be  called  the  north-easterly  instead  of  the 
north-westerly  corner  of  the  tract,  it  was  held  that  the  variance 
in  the  description  of  the  premises  did  not.  prejudice  appellant; 
the  question  was  one  of  identity,  and  the  fact  that  the  corner 
of  the  small  tract  was  called  the  north-easterly  instead  of  the 
north-westerly  corner  was  itself  insufficient  to  defeat  the  action, 
if  the  other  and  more  definite  marks  of  description  sufficiently 
indicated  and  identified  the  premises.'  That  tract  or  parcel  of 
land  situated  in  the  county  of  Santa  Barbara,  and  known  as 
the  Bancho  Sespe,  granted  by  the  Mexican  nation  to  Don  Car- 
los Antonio  Carillo,  by  grant  dated  November  29,  1833,  and 
bounded  and  described  as  follows:  bounded  by  the  missions 
San  Fernando  and  San  Buenaventura,  situated  in  the  then 
jurisdiction  of  Santa  Barbara,  containing  six  square  leagues,  a 
little  more  or  less,  is  a  sufficient  description.^  In  an  action 
brought  in  M.  county  the  land  was  described  as  ''  south  of  O. 
river,"  whereas  the  county  lay  north  of  it.  But  enough  was 
recited  elsewhere  in  the  complaint  to  identify  the  land  with 
property  shown  to  be  situated  in  M.  county;  it  was  held  that 
the  description  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  action,  and 
the  words  **  south  of  O.  river"  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage.* 

§  2926.  The  Same— Possession,  Averment  of.— The  ob- 
jection to  a  complaint  in  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  that  it 
does  not  aver  "  actual  possession," the  word  ** possession"  only 

^  Holland  V.  Green,  62  Cal.  67.  «More    v.     Bel    Valle,     28    Cal. 

'  Hernandez  v.  Simon,  4  Cal.  182.     170. 

» Paul  V.   Silver,  16  Cal.  73;  see        *  SUvey  v.  Summer,  61  Mo,  253. 
Green  v.  Palmer,  15  Id.  411. 
Smism,  Vol.  n— M 
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being  used,  was  a  mere  defect  in  pleading,  wliieh  should  have 
been  taken  advantage  of  below,  where,  if  the  objection  be  good, 
the  complaint  could  have  been  amended;  but  it  c:in  uot  be 
urged  in  the  supreme  court  for  the  first  time.^  It  is  an  essen- 
tial averment  in  the  complaint,  in  an  action  of  forcible  entry 
and  unlawful  detainer,  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  forcible 
entry  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  premises;  and 
in  order  to  maintain  the  action,  plaintiff  must  prove  this  aver- 
ment on  the  trial.'  If  the  complaint  in  forcible  entry  and  de- 
tainer sufficiently  shows  an  actual  peaceable  possession  in 
plaintiff,  it  will  be  sufficient  without  the  use  of  the  word 
"  actual; "  but  it  is  better  to  use  the  statutory  term.'  An  aver- 
ment of  title  in  forcible  entry  and  detainer  may  be  treated  as 
surplusage.^ 

§  2927.  Arrest  of  Defendant.— If  the  complaint  presented 
establishes,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge,  fraud,  force,  or 
violence  in  the  entry  or  detainer,  and  that  the  possession  held 
is  unlawful,  he  may  make  an  order  for  ihe  arrest  of  the  defend- 
ant, under  the  California  statute.^ 

§  2928.  Circumstances  of  Terror. — Where  the  defendant 
entered  with  a  large  number  of  men,  in  a  hurried  manner,  a 
little  after  daylight,  upon  land  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff, 
although  the  latter  had  no  house  upon  it,  and  the  defendant's 
party  tore  down  one  fence  and  erected  another,  and  put  up  a 
shanty  hurriedly  and  in  a  rough  manner,  all  of  which  was  com- 
pleted by  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  day  on  which 
the  entry  was  made,  and  the  completion  of  the  job  was  cele- 
brated by  the  firing  of  a  pistol,  it  was  held  that  there  were 
sufficient  **  circumstances  of  terror"  to  make  the  entry  a  forci- 
ble one.' 

§  2929.  Construction  of  Statute.— Each  mode  mentioned 
in  the  statute  is  as  distinct  and  complete  in  itself  as  that  of  the 
expulsion  of  the  party  in  possession  by  force,  threats,  or  menace, 
after  a  peaceable  entry .^  It  is  not  intended  by  the  statute  to 
charge  a  party  with  responsibility  for  a  forcible  detainer,  by 
construction,  who  did  uot  in  fact  detain  the  premises."  The 
fraudulent  acts  which  may  be  alleged  under  the  fifth  section* 
do  uot  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  but  merely  go  to  the  en- 

»  Mintum  v.  Burr,  16  CaL  107.  'Gray  v.  Collins,  42  Col.  152. 

*  Cummins  v.  Scott,  23  Cal.  626.  '  Brawley  v.  Hisdon  Iron  Works, 
»  More  v.  Del  Valle,  28  Cal.  170.  38  Cal.  C76. 

*  Id.  8  Id. 

*  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  11G8.    See,  in       »  Cal.  Code  of  avil  Procedure,  seo. 
connection  -w  ith  this  section,  art.  1 ,  sec.     1 166. 

15,  of  tbe  Constitution  of  California. 
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lianeement  of  dama<^es,  wben  a  cause  of  action  is  made  out 
under  the  other  sections  of  the  act.^  If  the  defendant  enters 
in  good  faith  under  claim  and  color  of  title,  his  entry  is  not  un- 
lawful within  the  meaning  of  the  act.'  The  code  of  civil  pro- 
cedure of  California  provides  for  the  entire  field  of  forcible  entry 
and  detainer,  and  repeals  all  prior  statutes  on  that  subject.' 

§  2930.  Damages. — The  right  to  the  rents  and  profits  comes 
from  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  premises.  But  if  the 
plaintiff  claims  the  value  of  the  buildings  destroyed  as  damages, 
the  solution  of  the  question  would  depend  upon  the  amount  of 
his  interest  in  the  building.^  And  damages  are  not  awarded 
unless  the  plaintiff  recovers  possession  of  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy.* A.,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  *'act  pre- 
scribing the  mode  of  maintaining  and  defending  possessory 
actions  on  lands  belonging  to  the  United  States/'  entered  upon 
unoccupied  land,  and  marked  it  out,  so  that  its  boundaries 
might  be  easily  traced,  and  commenced  to  build  a  house  upon 
it,  when  he  was  ousted  by  B. ;  it  was  held  that  in  an  action  of 
forcible  entry,  A.  could  recover  the  land  from  B.,  but  without 
a  fine  or  treble  damages.'  The  complaint  in  an  action  of  forcible  , 
entry  need  not  pray  for  treble  damages  to  warrant  the  court  in 
trebling  them.^  If  a  complaint  contains  proper  averments  of 
damages  sustained,  and  plaintiff  recovers,  and  damages  are 
found,  either  by  the  court  or  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  treble  the  damages,  although  treble  dam- 
ages are  not  asked  for  in  the  complaint.^  Under  the  former 
statute  it  was  held  that  if  the  court  refused  to  treble  the  dam- 
ages,  the  error,  if  such  it  were,  could  be  corrected  on  appeal 
without  ordering  a  new  trial,  and  that  a  mandamus  would  not 
be  granted.*  Where  the  proofs  show  that  plaintiff  was  only 
ousted  from  a  part  of  the  premises,  he  can  not  recover  damages 
for  the  detention  of  the  whole."  The  power  of  the  county  court 
or  its  successor,  in  California,  to  treble  the  damages  by  way  of 
penalty  in  actions  of  forcible  entry  results  by  necessary  impli- 
cation from  its  power  to  try  de  noro." 

§  2931.    Entry  in  Good  Faith.— If  the  defendant  enters  in 
good  faith,  under  claim  and  color  of  title,  his  entry  is  not  un- 

»  Polack  V.  Shafer,  46  Cal.  270.  «Tewksbury  v.  0*ConDell,  25  Cal. 

«  Dennis  v.  Wood,  48  Cal.  361.  264;  Watson  v.  Whitney.  23  Id.  375. 

*  Hemstreet  V.  \Va8sum,49  Cal.  273.  •  Early  v.  Mannix,  15  CaL  149;  see 

*  Warburton  v.  Doble,  38  CaL  619.  Cal.  CodeC.  P.,  sees.  1166,  1174. 

^  Brawley  v.  Risdon  Iron  Works,  38  '"  Thompson  v.  Smith,  28  Cal.  627. 

Cal.  676.  "  O'Callaghan  v.  Booth,  6  Cal.  63; 

0  Stark  V.  Barnes,  4  Cal.  412.  see  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1174. 
'  Hart  V.  Moon,  6  Cal.  161. 
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lawful.^  A  peaceable  entry  made  in  bad  faith  is  an  unlawful 
entry. ^  The  defendant, may  introduce  evidence  of  title  in  him- 
self for  the  purpose  of  showing  good  faith  in  his  entry,  but  not 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  or  trying  title.'  And  if  he  does 
so,  the  plaintiff  can  not  introduce  evidence  of  title  in  himself  in 
rebuttal.^  But  he  may  introduce  a  prior  deed  of  the  grantor  to 
another  person.^  A  qualified  pre-emptioner  who  enters  upoa 
public  surveyed  latid,  peaceably  and  in  good  faith,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  pre-empting,  and  believing  that  he  has  a  right  to  enter, 
can  not  be  removed  by  this  proceeding.'  Defendant  may  show 
that  prior  to  the  time  plaintiff  acquired  possession  he  had  exer- 
cised acts  of  ownership  over  the  property  as  going  to  the  ques- 
tion of  good  faith  in  his  entry.' 

^  §  2932.  Foroible  Entry  Defined.— Under  the  California 
statute  every  person  is  guilty  of  a  forcible  entry  who  either:  1. 
By  breaking  open  doors,  windows,  or  other  parts  of  a  house,  or 
by  any  kind  of  violence  or  circumstance  of  terror  enters  upon 
or  into  any  real  property;  or,  2.  Who,  after  entering  peaceably 
upon  real  property,  turns  out,  by  force,  threats,  or  menacing 
conduct,  the  party  in  possession.'  All  former  acts  on  this  sub- 
ject were  repealed  by  the  code  on  the  first  of  January,  1873.'  The 
act  of  1866  (Stats.  1865-6,  p.  768)  used  the  following  language: 
"  If  any  person  shall,  with  violence  and  a  strong  hand,  enter 
upon  or  into  any  lands  or  buildings,  either  by  breaking  open 
doors,  windows,  or  other  parts  of  a  house,  or  by  any  kind  of 
violence  or  circumstance  of  terror,  or  if  any  person,  after  enter- 
ing peaceably,  shall  turn  out  by  force,  or  by  threats,  or  by 
menacing  conduct,  the  party  in  possession,  such  person  shall," 
etc.  Under  this  statute  it  was  held,  that  an  entry  "  by  break- 
ing open  doors,  windows,  or  other  parts  of  a  house,"  is  declared 
by  the  statute  to  be  a  forcible  entry;  and  so  also  is  an  entry 
which  is  effected  by  ''any  kind  of  violence  or  circumstance  of 
terror"  directed  toward  the  person  in  possession.  Each  of 
these  modes  is  as  distinct  and  as  complete  in  itself  as  the  third 
mode  mentioned  in  the  section — that  of  expulsion  of  the  party 
in  possession  by  force,  threats,  or  menace  after  a  peaceable 
entiy.^^   The  court  in  this  case,  under  a  statute  almost  identical 

'  Dennis    v.   Wood,   48    CaL   363;  '  Conroy  v.    Duane,  45  Cal.  697; 

Shelby  v.  Houston,  38  Id.  422.  see  also  Bowers  v.  Cherokee  Bob,  Id. 

« Id.  495. 

»  Dennis  v.  Wood,  48  Cal.  363.  *  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1159. 

*  Id.  »  Hemstreet  v.  Wassum,  49  Cal.  273. 

*  Conroy  v.  Duane,  45  Cal.  597.  "  Brawley  v.  Risdon  Iron  Works,  38 
•Townaend  v.  Little,  45  Cal.  673.  Cal.  677. 

But  see  Randall  v.  Falkner,  41  Id.  242. 
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with  the  present,  makes  a  clear  distinction  between  a  forcible 
entry  into  a  house  and  a  forcible  entry  into  other  real  estate. 
In  the  former  case  the  breaking  open  doors,  windows,  or  other 
parts  of  a  house,  is,  of  itself,  a  forcible  entry,  while  in  all  other 
cases  there  must  be  some  kind  of  violence  or  circumstance  of 
terror  directed  toward  the  person  in  possession.  The  punctua- 
tion in  the  latter  clause  is  the  same  in  both  acts.  Terror  is  a 
state  or  condition  of  the  mind.  The  obvious  conclusion  is,  that 
in  order  to  constitute  a  forcible  entry  upon  lands  as  distin- 
guished from  houses,  some  person  or  persons  must  be  present 
to  be  terrified  by  the  violence  or  other  circumstances  of  terror. 
If  no  one  is  present,  the  entry  is  a  mere  trespass.^  If  there  is 
no  right  of  entry,  and  if  followed  by  demand  of  possession  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  refusal  to  surrender  it  by  the  defendant,  it 
constitutes  a  forcible  detainer  under  subdivision  2  of  section 
1160,  of  the  California  code  of  civil  procedure,  which  is  the 
same  as  section  3  of  the  act  of  1866,  and  prior  to  which  time 
there  was  no  similar  statute.  Force,  either  actually  applied  or 
justly  to  be  feared  from  the  conduct  of  the  defendant,  is  essen- 
tial to  the  support  of  this  action.'  To  sustain  an  action  of 
forcible  entry,  or  forcible  and  unlawful  detainer,  actual  force, 
threats  of  violence  in  the  entry,  or  the  just  apprehension  of  vio- 
lence to  the  person,  must  be  shown  to  have  existed,  unless  the 
detainer  be  riotous.' 

§  2933.  Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer— Who  Uable.— 
One  who,  with  armed  men,  enters  upon  land  inclosed  with  a 
fence,  and  in  the  possession  of  another,  and  commences  the 
erection  of  a  house,  and  refuses  to  deliver  up  peaceable  posses- 
sion on  demand,  but  makes  a  show  of  force  to  retain  it,  is  guilty 
of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.*  Several  persons  were  owners 
of  separate  tracts  of  land  within  an  outside  fence  which  formed 
a  common  inclosure;  but  the  division  lines  of  the  separate  tracts 
within  the  common  inclosure  were  well  known  and  defined,  and 
each  person  cultivated  his  own  tract.  A.  and  B. ,  two  of  these 
owners,  disposed  of  their  tract  to  C.  Soon  after  this  D.,  who 
was  the  owner  of  another  tract  within  the  inclosure,  went  upon 
the  tract  sold  to  C.  and  commenced  plowing.  0.  went  to  D., 
took  hold  of  his  horses,  and  commenced  turning  them  from  the 
tract,  when  D.  drew  a  pistol,  and  aiming  it  at  him,  threatened 
to  hurt  him  if  he  did  not  leave.     D.  continued  plowing  the  laud. 

^  Fraaier  v.  Hanlon,  5  Cal.  156.  see  Brawley  v.  Risdon  Iron  Works, 

*  Id.  38  Cal.  676. 

•Fraaierv.  Hanlon,  6  Cal.  156.   But        *  Watson  v.  Whitney,  23  CaL  375. 
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It  'was  held  that  tlie  acts  committed  by  D.  clearly  amounted  to 
a  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  and  that  tbe  general  outside  fence 
constituted  as  full  and  complete  an  actual  possession  in  the 
owner  of  each  separate  tract  as  though  it  had  been  inclosed  by 
a  lawful  fence/ 

§  2934.  Gist  of  Action. — A  complaint  in  an  action  under 
the  forcible  entry  and  detainer  act,  other  than  actions  against 
tenants  holding  over  as  provided  in  said  act,  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  unless  it  allege  a  forci- 
ble entry  or  a  forcible  detainer.'  If  the  complaint  charges  a 
forcible  entry  with  a  multitude  of  people,  and  a  forcible  and 
unlawful  detainer,  the  forcible  entry  is  the  gist  of  the  action.' 

§  2935.  Injunction. — Where  parties  threaten  to  take  forcible 
possession  of  property,  and  the  complaint  does  not  aver  the  in- 
solvency of  the  defendants,  and  that  there  is  no  adequate  remedy 
at  law,  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted.  Where  forcible  pos- 
session is  taken,  forcible  entry  and  detainer  would  be  a  speedy 
mode  of  regaining  possession,  and  for  other  damages,  the  usu!^ 
proceedings  at  law  would  suffice.*  Injunction  will  not  be 
granted  to  restrain  the  execution  of  a  judgment,  in  forcible 
entry  and  detainer,  against  a  husband,  for  land  claimed  by  the 
wife  as  her  separate  estate,  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  not 
made  a  party  to  the  forcible  entry  suit,  or  that  she  was  a  sole 
trader.* 

§  2936.  Parties  Plaintiff. — The  remedy  is  a  summary  one, 
given  by  statute  to  protect  the  possession,  and  can  not  be  ex- 
tended by  implication  to  any  other  than  the  real  occupants.*  A 
landlord  can  not  sue  in  this  form,  in  his  own  name,  for  an  un- 
lawful entry  upon  the  possession  of  his  tenant.^  It  can  only 
be  maintained  by  the  person  ousted;  and  his  grantee  can  not 
maintain  the  action."  A  tenant  in  common  can  not  maintain  an 
action  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer  against  his  co-tenant  for 
holding  over.  The  land  must  first  be  partitioned.*  But  under 
the  former  statute  it  was  held  that  one  or  more  tenants  in  com- 
mon might  maintain  the  action  as  against  third  persons,  with- 
out joining  hid  co-tenants.'°  Where  a  lessor  reserves  the  right 
to  occupy  all  or  any  part  of  the  leased  premises  during  the 
term,  and  does  continue  to  occupy,  notwithstanding  the  lease, 

^  Hussey  V.  McDermott,  23CaL  413.  '  Treat  v.  Stuart,  5  Cal.  113. 

«  McEvoy  V.  Igo,  27  Cal.  375.  *  House  v.  Reiser,  8  Cal.  409. 

»  McMinn  v.  liiiss,  31  Cal.  122.  •  Lick  v.  O'Donnell,  3  Cal.  59. 

*  Tomliuson  v.  Ilubio,  16  Cal.  202,  ^°  Bowers  v.  Cherokee  Bob,  45  CaL 

*  Saunders  v.  Webber,  39  Cal.  287.  495;  see,  however,  CaL  Code  C.  P., 

*  Treat  V.  Stuart,  5  Cal.  113.  sees.  381,  1165. 
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Le  may  maintain  the  action.^  But  where  a  hotel  and  adjoining 
grounds  are  leased,  and  the  lessee  inserts  a  covenant  that  the 
lessor  may  retain  and  occupy  a  single  room  in  the  hotel  and 
hoard  there,  the  lessor  can  not  maintain  forcible  entry,  even  as 
to  the  room  so  occupied  by  him.'  One  in  possession  of  prop- 
erty simply  as  the  agent  of  another  can  not  maintain  the  action 
in  his  own  name;'  but  a  tenant  at  will  may.^  A  landlord  in 
possession  of  land  by  his  tenants  is  not  an  "  occupant"  under 
subdivision  2,  section  1160,  California  code  of  civil  procedure, 
concerning  forcible  detainer,  and  therefore  can  not  maintain  an 
action  under  that  subdivision.'  If,  after  the  execution  of  a 
lease,  the  lessor  enters  into  such  a  partnership  with  the  lessee 
as  to  destroy  the  lease,  the  former  can  not  maintain  this  action 
against  the  latter,  who  has  become  his  partner.* 

§  2937.  Parties  Defendant.— An  action  of  forcible  entry 
and  detainer  will  not  lie  against  a  party  claiming  a  light  to 
land,  who  is  not  in  the  actual  possession.^  A  person  may  be 
guilty  of  a  forcible  entry  who  is  not  actually  present,  and  does 
not  actively  assist  therein.  He  is  guilty  of  an  entry  made  with 
force  by  one  acting  at  the  time  under  his  direction  and  procure- 
ment.' An  action  under  the  act  concerning  forcible  entries 
and  unlawful  detainers  will  not  lie  against  a  party  who  has 
been  put  in  possession  by  a  sheriff  in  good  faith,  by  virtue  of 
a  writ  of  restitution,  even  if  the  person  turned  out,  and  who 
brings  the  action,  was  one  whom  the  officer  could  not  lawfully 
dispossess  by  virtue  of  the  writ.'  The  action  may  be  brought 
against  husband  and  wife,  notwithstanding  the  wife  is  a  sole 
trader. *°  One  who  goes  upon  the  land  several  weeks  after  the 
alleged  ouster,  simply  as  an  employee  pf  the  persons  who 
ousted  the  plaintiff,  is  not  guilty  of  an  unlawful  entry  and  for- 
cible detainer."  One  who  peaceably  enters  upon  a  mining 
claim  which  has  been  prospected  by  another,  but  abandoned 
for  several  months,  is  not  guilty  of  a  forcible  detainer  simply 
for  refusing  to  surrender  possession  on  demand." 

§  2938.  Possession  Essential-^Right  to  Ptoteot.— In  ac- 
tions of  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  the  fact  of  possession,  and 

^  Bowers  v.  Cherokee  Bob,  45  CaL  ^  Mintum  v.  Burr,  20  Cal.  48. 

495.  *Janson    v.    Brooks,  29  Cal.  214; 

»  Polack  V.  Shafer,  46  Cal.  270.  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1164. 

•  Mitchell  V.  Davis,  20  Cal.  45.  ^°  Howard    v.    Valentine,  20    Cal. 

•  Jones  V.  Shay,  50  Cal.  50S.  282;  see  also  Saunders  v.  Webber,  39 
»  Haromel  y.  Zobelein,  51  Cal.  532.  Jd. 287;  Cal.  Code  C.  P., sees.  370, 371. 

•  Pico  V.    Cuyas,  47  Cal.   180;  48       "  Conroy  v.  Duane,  45  Cal.  597. 
Id.  639.  "  Laird  v.  Waterford,  60  CaL  315. 

^  Preston  v.  Kehoe,  10  Cal.  445. 
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not  the  right  of  possession,  is  wliat  is  to  be  determined.^  The 
plaintiff  must  show  an  actual,  peaceable,  and  ezclaaive  pos- 
session in  him;  a  scrambling  or  interrupted  possession  is  not 
sufQcient.'  The  plaintiff  must  have  been  in  actual  possession; 
and  when  the  land  is  public  land,  not  taken  up  under  our  pos- 
sessory act,  nor  under  the  federal  laws,  such  actual  possession 
can  be  shown  only  by  actual  inclosure,  or  its  equivalent. 
Merely  putting  down  stakes,  or  marking  out  a  boundary  line,  is 
not  sufficient.'  One  who  in  the  morning  enters  upon  a  portion 
of  a  tract  of  land  in  the  possession  of  another,  and  incloses  it 
with  a  fence,  and  puts  a  house  on  it  before  sundown,  does  not 
acquire  such  a  peaceable  possession  as  to  enable  him  to  main- 
tain forcible  entry  and  detainer  against  the  possessor,  who  at 
sundown  destroys  the  same  house  and  fence  and  drives  him 
away.*  One  entering  within  the  inclosure  of  another,  and  build- 
ing a  house  there,  and  asserting  a  claim  to  the  inclosed  land, 
while  the  other  is  living  within  the  inclosure  and  asserting  Ins 
possession  to  the  land,  does  not  acquire  such  an  actual  posses- 
sion as  to  enable  him  to  maintain  the  action,  unless  it  is  to  the 
land  on  which  his  house  actually  stands,  and  so  much  as  is 
absolutely  necessary  to  the  occupation  of  the  house.^  A  person 
has  possession  of  a  lot  twenty-eight  feet  by  one  hundred  and 
thirty-two,  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  forcible  entry 
and  detainer,  if  it  adjoins  a  lot  upon  which  he  lives,  and  he  has 
a  stable  on  it,  and  cultivates  it,  even  though  the  fence  inclosing 
the  whole  is  not  very  substantial."  One  who  is  in  possession  of 
a  tract  of  land  has  the  right  to  resist  and  expel  an  intruder,  if 
the  resistance  and  expulsion  take  place  before  the  possession  of 
the  intruder  had  become  actual  and  peaceable.^  The  law  will 
not  permit  a  party  to  take  forcible  possession  even  of  his  own 
lands,  if  they  are  in  the  peaceable  though  wrongful  possession 
of  another;  and  if  he  does  so  he  will  not  only  be  compelled  to 
restore  the  possession  before  his  title  will  be  investigated,  but 
will  also  be  punished  by  fine  and  further  judgment  for  treble 
damages  for  his  own  infraction  of  the  laws." 

§  2939.  Principal  and  Agent. — Where  one  man  acts 
openly  and  avowedly  for  another  in  leasing  or  controlling  his 
property,  this  is  sufficient  as  against  third  persons,  to  show  that 

*  Mitchell  V.  Davis,  20  Cal.  45.  closureundertheVanNeas  Ordinance, 
» III.;  House  v.  Reiser,  8  Cal.  499.     Sattcrlee  v.  Bliss,  36  Id.  487. 

»  Preston  v.  Kehoo,  15  Cal.  315.  •  Valencia  v.  Couch,  32  Cal.  340. 

*  Iloag  V.  Pierce,  28  Cal.  187.  '  Hoag  v.  Pierce,  28  Cal.  187. 

*  Ross  V.  Roadhoiise,  3G  Cal.  680.        » Mitchell  v.  Davis,  23  Cal.  381. 
See,  as  to  actual  possession  by  in- 
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the  property  is  that  of  the  person  recognized  by  the  agent  as 
owner;  and  the  possession  of  the  agent  is  the  possession  of  the 
principal,  who  can  maintain  forcible  and  unlawful  entry  and 
detainer  against  such  third  person,  whether  the  agent  had  any 
written  authority  or  not/  In  an  action  between  S.  and  D.,  a 
writ  of  restitution  issued  commanding  the  sheriff  to  cause  D. 
to  be  removed  from  certain  premises,  and  S.  to  have  restitution 
of  the  same.  The  return  of  the  writ  by  the  sheriff  shows  that 
he  "  put  S.,  by  his  representative  M.,  in  peaceable  possession;" 
it  was  held  that  the  possession  under  the  writ  was  that  of  S. , 
and  not  of  M.;  that  M.  was  the  mere  agent  of  S.,  and  that  the 
presumption  of  the  continuance  of  that  relation  was  not  de- 
stroyed by  proofs  of  acts  of  control  over  the  premises  subse- 
quently exercised  by  M.  which  were  not  inconsistent  with  his 
position  as  agent.'  After  the  service  of  the  vmt,  and  while  the 
relation  remained  unchanged  between  S.  and  M.,  D.  entered 
upon  the  premises,'  and  an  action  under  the  forcible  entry  and 
unlawful  detainer  statute  was  thereupon  commenced  by  and  in 
the  name  of  M.  against  D. ;  it  was  held  that  M.  could  not  main« 
tain  the  action  by  reason  of  his  want  of  possession.'  The  per- 
sons by  whose  direction,  agency,  and  procurement  the  forcible 
entry  is  made,  are  liable  in  the  action.^ 

§  2940.  Proceedings  imder  California  Statute.—The 
complaint  must  contain  a  statement  of  the  facts  on  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover,  together  with  a  reasonably  certain 
description  of  the  premises;  and  the  plaintiff  may  also  set  forth 
therein  any  circumstances  of  fraud,  force,  or  violence  which 
may  have  accompanied  the  alleged  forcible  entry,  or  forcible  or 
unlawful  detainer,  and  claim  damages  therefor.  If  the  unlaw- 
ful detainer  charged  be  after  default  in  the  payment  of  rent, 
the  amount  of  such  rent  must  be  stated.'  On  filing  the  com- 
plaint the  clerk  issues  a  summons  returnable  at  a  day  designated 
therein,  not  less  that  three  nor  more  than  twelve  days  from  its 
date,  except  when  publication  of  the  summons  is  necessary;  in 
which  the  return  day  must  be  fixed  by  the  court  or  the  judge 
thereof.*  The  summons  must  be  served  at  least  two  days  be- 
fore the  return  day;  but  if  not  served,  the  plaintiff  may  have 
an  alias  summons.^  If  the  complaint  presented  establishes,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  judge,  fraud,  force,  or  violence  in  the 
entry  or  detainer,  and  that  the  possession  held  is  unlawful,  he 

J  Minturn  V.  Burr,  16  CaL  107.  *Cal.  Code    C.   P.,   flee.    1166,   aa 

>  Mitchell  V.  Davis,  20  CaL  45.  amended  1878.                        « Id. 

•  Id.  '  For  the  form  and  service  of  the 

*  Mintum  v.  Burr,  20  CaL  48.  summons,  s^e  Id.,  sec.  1167. 
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may  make  an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant/  If  the  de- 
fendant does  not  appear,  the  court  must  enter  his  default,  and 
render  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  as  prayed  for  in  the  com- 
plaint.' The  defendant  may  answer  or  demur  on  or  before  the 
day  fixed  for  his  appearance.'  Whenever  an  issue  of  fact  is 
presented  it  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  such  jury  is  waived/ 
Upon  the  trial,  if  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ant has  been  guilty  of  a  forcible  entry  or  forcible  detainer  other 
than  the  offense  charged  in  the  complaint,  the  judge  must  order 
the  complaint  to  be  forthwith  amended  to  conform  to  the  proofs. 
Such  amendment  is  not  ground  for  continuance  unless  the  de- 
fendant by  affidavit  shows  good  cause  therefor.^  An  appeal 
taken  by  the  defendant  does  not  stay  proceedings  upon  the 
judgment  unless  the  county  judge  so  directs." 

§  2941.  Rents  and  Profits. — The  plaintiff  in  an  action  in 
unlawful  detainer  can  only  recover  the  rents  which  accrue  after 
the  possession  of  the  tenant  becomes  unlawful ;  the  rents  accruing 
prior  to  that  time  are  not  recoverable.^  The  amount  of  rents  is 
immaterial,  and  whether  it  is  one  dollar  or  one  thousand  dollars, 
the  jurisdiction  is  the  same."  Bents  and  profits  may  be  awarded 
as  damages  without  the  value  thereof  being  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint.' But  if  the  action  be  for  default  in  payment  of  rent,  the 
amount  must  be  stated.^"  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
monthly  rents  and  profits  during  the  time  of  the  unlawful  de- 
tainer, without  regard  to  the  nature  or  the  extent  of  the  right 
or  title  by  which  he  held  the  possession. ^^ 

§  2942.  Restitution— Writ  of.-  Where  a  sheriff  refuses  to 
execute  the  writ  on  the  ground  that  the  premises  are  in  posses- 
sion of  persons  not  parties  to  the  suit,  but  who  claim  to  hold 
under  one  of  the  defendants,  the  court  will  award  a  peremptory 
mandamus  against  the  sheriff  to  compel  him  to  execute  the  writ.** 
Where,  in  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  plaintiff  had  judgment  in 
the  justice's  court,  and  was  placed  in  possession  of  the  land  by 
a  writ  of  restitution,  and  subsequently  defendant  gave  bond  and 
appealed  to  the  county  court,  where,  after  trial,  there  was  a  ver- 

>  See  California  Code  of  Civil  Pro-  iDConsistent  with  these  special  pro- 

cedare,  sec.  1168.  visions:  Id.,  sec.  1178.     As  to  relief 

*Id.,  sec.  11G9.  of  tenant  against  forfeiture  of  lease, 

'Id.,  sec.  1170.  see  Id.,  sec.  1179. 

*  Id. ,  sec.  1 171.  '  Howard  v.  Valentine,  20  Cal.  282. 

^  Id.,  sec.  1173.    As  to  verdict  and  *Id. 

jadsment,  see  Id.,  sec.  1174.  *  Holmes  v.  Horber,  21  Cal.  55. 

•Id.,  sec.  1170.     The  provisions  of  "Cal.  CodeC.  P.,  sec.  11C6. 

part  2  of  the  Code  C.  P.  relative  to  "  Roff  v.  Duane,  27  Cal.  508. 

new  trials  and  appeals  apply  in  these  ^'  Fremont  v.  Crippen,  10  Cal,  211. 

proceedings,  except  so  ftf  as  they  are  ^ 
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diet  for  defendant,  it  was  held  that  the  county  court  had  power, 
after  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  justice,  to  award  defendant 
a  writ  of  restitution;  that  such  a  writ  was  necessary  to  perfect 
the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  over  the  subject.^ 

§  2943.  Separate  Statement  of  Causes  of  Action.— 
Forcible  entry  and  forcible  detainer  are  separate  causes  of  action, 
and  ought  to  be  separately  stated  in  different  counts  in  the 
complaint.  If  not  so  stated,  the  complaint  is  bad  on  demurrer, 
but  if  the  complaint  is  not  demurred  to,  the  objection  is  waived. 
Fraud,  if  relied  on,  should  also  be  separately  stated.' 

§  2944.  Showing  Required  of  Plaintiff  or  Defendant 
upon  Trial. — Actual  force  is  not  necessary,  but  threats,  and 
showing  an  intention  to  resort  to  violence  if  resistance  is  offered,  is 
sufScient.'  The  plaintiff  in  this  action  must  show  an  actual  peace- 
able possession  in  himself,  at  the  time  of  the  entry.*  What  is 
actual,  and  what  is  constructive  possession,  is  a  question  for  the 
jury  in  many  cases.*  Where  the  complaint  avers  forcible  and 
unlawful  entry,  and  that  the  defendant  forcibly  detained  the 
premises  so  unlawfully  taken,  forcible  entry  must  be  proven — 
the  averment  of  detainer  not  being,  stated  as  an  independent 
ground  of  relief.*  In  such  action,  proof  of  forcible  detainer 
does  not  prove  forcible  entry. ^  If  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover 
on  the  ground  of  a  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  and  the  proof 
shows  that  there  was  no  actual  force,  and  that  he  neither  appre- 
hended, nor  had  any  ground  to  apprehend,  any  positive  act  of 
yiolence  from  the  defendant,  he  can  not  recover."  The  evidence 
must  tend  to  prove  an  entry  by  the  defendants  with  strong  hand, 
with  unusual  weapons,  or  with  menace  of  life  or  limb,  or  they 
can  not  be  convicted  of  a  forcible  entry.'  On  the  trial  of  any 
proceeding  for  any  forcible  entry  or  forcible  detainer,  the 
plaintiff  shall  only  be  required  to  show,  in  addition  to  the  forci- 
ble entry  or  forcible  detainer  complained  of,  that  he  was  peace- 
ably in  the  actual  possession  at  the  time  of  the  forcible  entry, 
or  was  entitled  to  the  possession  at  the  time  of  the  forcible 
detainer.^"    The  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  was  "peaceably  in 


*  KeDnedy  v.  Hamer,  19  Cal.  375. 
Stark  V.  Barnes,  4  Id.  412,  does  not 
hold  that  a  party  succeeding  to  the 
original  wrongful  possession  is  liable 
in  acUon  of  forcible  cntr^  and  detainer 
in  the  same  manner  as  Ins  predecessor, 
because  there  Barnes  came  in  without 
any  new  title,  and  merely  succeeded 
to  the  claim,  and  consummated  the 
trespass  of  the  original  trespasser. 


'Valencia  v.  Couch,  32  Gal.  340. 
'  O'Callaghan  v.  Booth,  C  CaL  63. 
*  Treat  v.  Stuart,  6  Cal.  1 13. 
'  O'Callaghan  v.  Booth,  G  Cal.  63. 
^^  Preston  v.  Kehoe,  15  CaL  315. 

na. 

"Thompson  v.  Smith,  28  Cal.  527. 
'McMinn  v.  Bliss,  31  Cal.  122. 
wcal.  CodeC.  P.,  sec.  1172. 
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the  actual  possession  at  the  time  of  the  entry,"  and  peaceable 
possession  will  not  be  presumed  from  actual  possession.' 

§  2945.  When  an  Action  can  be  'Maintained. — S.  was  in 
possession  of  a  quartz  mill  under  a  lease.  The  mill  had  been 
run  until  one  or  two  o'clock  in  the  morning,  when  the  employees 
of  the  plaintiff  closed  up  and  retired  to  rest  in  the  mill.  Before 
daylight,  and  while  the  hands  were  actually  sleeping  in  the  mill, 
and  the  products  of  the  last  day's  work  were  still  in  the  amalga- 
mating tubs,  the  defendants — some  five  or  six  in  number — en- 
tered the  mill,  took  possession,  commenced  tearing  down  the 
stamps  under  pretense  of  making  repairs,  and  retained  posses- 
sion against  repeated  demands  and  protest  of  the  plaintiff  and 
his  employees.  It  was  held,  that  these  facts  constitute  sufficient 
eyidence  of  force  to  maintain  the  action  of  forcible  entry.* 
Where  in  ejectment  by  B.  against  K.,  a  writ  of  restitution  was 
issued  on  judgment  in  favor  of  B.,  and  under  it  K.  was  removed 
from  the  land  by  the  proper  officer,  and  W.  put  in  possession 
as  agent  of  B.,  and  then,  about  a  month  afterwards,  W.  leased 
the  premises  to  H.,  it  was  held  that  K.  can  not  maintain  forci- 
ble entry  and  detainer  against  H. ,  the  lessee,  on  the  ground 
that  the  act  of  the  officer  in  removing  and  pitting  W.  in  posses- 
sion was  tortious,  because  not  justified  by  the  writ.' 

§  2946.  When  it  can  not  be  Maintained.— Facts  which 
might  constitute  a  mere  trespass  upon  property  have  never  been 
held  to  sustain  the  action  of  forcible  and  unlawful  detainer.^  So 
of  one  who  enters  upon  land  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  and  taking 
away  grass  or  crops  growing  thereon,  without  any  intention  of 
taking  possession  of  the  land,  and  without  residing  thereon.^ 
Where  one  person  has  a  house  upon  a  portion  of  a  tract  of  land 
of  one  hundred  acres  which  he  is  occupying,  and  another  person 
enters  upon  another  part  of  the  tract  and  erects  a  house,  with- 
out doing  anything  further,  this  act  does  not  constitute  a  forci- 
ble entry  upon  and  detainer  of  the  whole  tract."  A  sheriff  is 
ilbt  guilty  of  a  forcible  entry,  if,  acting  in  good  faith,  by  virtue 
of  a  writ  of  restitution,  he  removes  from  the  premises  a  person 
against  whom  the  writ  does  not  run,  and  who  is  not  in  privity 
with  any  one  against  whom  the  writ  does  run.^ 

1  Warburton  v.  Doble,  38  CaL  619;  *  Frazicr  v.   Hanlon,  6  Cal.   166; 

see  also  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1172.  Merrill  v.  Forbes,  23 Id.  379. 

»  Scarlett  v.  Lamarque,  6  Cal.  63;  *  Merrill  v.  Forbes,  23  Cal.  379. 

commented  on  in  Fogarty  v.  Kelly,  24  ^  Thompson    v.     Smith,     28    CaL 

Id.  319.  527. 

'  Kennedy  v.  Hamer,  19  Cal.  375;  ^  Janson  v.  Brooks,  29  Cal.  214. 
Janson  v.  Brooks,  29  Id.  214. 
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§  2947.    For  Forcible  Entry  and  Forcible  Detainer. 

Form  No,  66i. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

First — For  a  first  cause  of  action: 

I.  and  II.  [As  in  preceding  form.] 

Second — For  a  second  cause  of  action: 

I.  That  the  said  defendant,  by  force  and  with  a  strong  hand 
[or  by  menaces  and  threats  of  violence,  stating  the  facts], 
unlawfully  holds  and  keeps  possession  of  said  land  and  prem- 
ises in  the  first  cause  of  action  mentioned,  and  has  so  held  and 
kept  possession  of  the  same  at  all  times  since  the  said  ....  day 
of >  18. . ,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  and  still 
is,  entitled  to  the  possession  of  said  lands  and  premises. 

III.  That  in  consequence  of  said  acts,  the  plaintiff  has  been 
deprived  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  said  lands  and 
premises,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Debiand  ov  Judgment.]^ 

§  2948.  For  Forcible  Detainer  under  First  Subdivision 
Section  1160  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Form  No,  663, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  he  was  well  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  the  following  described  premises 
[describe  the  same]  and  on  that  day  the  defendant  peaceably 
[or  otherwise,  according  to  the  fact],  but  without  right  so  to 
do,  entered  c^nd  took  possession  of  the  same,  and  from  that  day 
hitherto  has  kept,  and  still  holds  and  keeps,  possession  of  the 
same  unlawfully  and  by  force  [or  by  menaces  and  threats  of 
violence,  stating  the  same],  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

II.  [If  any  special  injury  has  been  done  the  property  by  th^ 
defendant,  allege  the  same,  and  state  amount  of  damages.] 

III.  That  in  consequence  of  the  said  unlawful  acts  of  the 
said  defendant,  the  plaintiff  has  been  deprived  of  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  of  said  land  and  premises  ever  since  said 
....  day  of ,  18. . ,  to  his  damage dollars. 

[Demand  of  Judgment.] 

^  The  second  cause  of  action  is  here  entry,  and  to  recover  rents  and  prof- 
alleged  as  an  incident  to  the  forcible    its. 
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^  2949.  For  Forcible  Detainer,  under  the  Second  Clause 
of  Section  1160  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Form  No.  664, 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  for  five  days 
previous  thereto,  he  was  in  the  peaceable  and  actual  possession 
and  occupation,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  all  that  certaiu 
piece  or  parcel  of  land  [describe  the  premises],  and  of  the  dwell- 
ing-house, barns,  and  sheds  thereon. 

II.  That  on  the  ....  day  of  ,18..,  in  the  night- 
time [or  during  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff],  the  defendant  un- 
lawfully entered  upon  said  lands  and  tenements,  and  took  pos- 
session of  the  same. 

III.  That  on  the  ....  day  of 18 . . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  made  a  demand  in  writing  upon  the  defendant,  to  de- 
liver up  to  the  plaintiff  the  possession  of  said  land  and  premises 
held  as  aforesaid,  but  the  defendant  neglected  and  refused  for 
the  period  of  five  days  after  such  demand,  and  at  all  times  since, 
to  surrender  the  possession  of  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
still  holds  and  continues  in  possession  of  said  premises,- against 
the  form  of  the  statute. 

IV.  That  in  consequence  of  said  acts,  the  plaintiff  has  been 
deprived  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  said  land  and  prem- 
ises, to  his  damage dollars,  and  has  sustained  damage 

for  waste  and  injury  committed  thereon  in  the  sum  of 

dollars. 

[Demaio)  of  Judgment.] 

.   §  2950.    Actual  Possession — Occupation   of  Premises. 

Where  j^laintiff  had  been  in  the  peaceable  and  quiet  possession 
and  use  of  the  premises,  through  his  agent  and  by  his  tenants, 
and  the  building  being  unrented,  had  locked  the  door  and  taken 
the  key  to  his  of^ce,  he  was  in  the  "  actual  possession  "  of  the 
premises,  within  the  statute  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.' 
The  occupant  of  lands  is  one  who,  within  five  days  preceding 
such  unlawful  entry,  was  in  the  peaceable  and  undisturbed  pos- 
session of  such  lands  or  tenements.'  The  true  intent  and  mean^ 
ing  of  the  legislature  in  the  use  of  the  word  "  occupant "  is  found 
in  the  words  "  peaceable  and  undisturbed  possession."  And 
the  plaintiff  is  not  required  to  show  a  possession  which  differs 
at  all  from  the  possession  which  he  would  have  to  show  were 

1  Miutam  v.  Burr,  IC  Oil.  107.  'CaL  Code  a  P.,  see.  1100. 
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he  seeking  relief  in  an  action  for  forcible  entry.'  It  has  never 
been  considered  that  an  actual  residence,  a  personal  presence, 
"was  in  all  cases  indispensable  to  actual  possession.  On  the 
contrary,  actual  possession  as  much  consists  of  a  present  power 
and  right  of  dominion  as  an  actual  corporal  presence  in  the 
house.'  Under  this  rule  the  plaintiff  might  have  had  '*  a  peace- 
able and  undisturbed  possession,"  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
be  did  not  reside  in  the  house." 

§  2951.  Joinder  of  and  Distinction  between  Causes  of 
Action. — A  cause  of  action  in  unlawful  detainer  can  not  be 
joined  with  one  for  forcible  entry  or  forcible  detainer.*  And 
it  would  seem  that  a  cause  of  action  for  forcible  entry  could 
not  be  joined  with  one  for  forcible  detainer.^  F.  brought  an 
action  against  K.  for  an  unlawful  entry  and  forcible  detainer. 
F.  did  not  reside  on  the  premises,  and  his  only  possession  con* 
sisted  in  an  inclosure  and  cultivation.  K.  went  within  the 
inclosure  in  the  night-time,  erected  a  cabin,  and,  at  some  subse- 
quent period  of  time,  declared  he  would  keep  possession  by 
force.  The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  if  they  found  ''that 
the  defendant  entered  upon  the  premises  in  the  night-time, 
during  the  hours  of  sleep,  while  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  actual 
and  peaceable  possession  of  the  same,  and  that  he  took  posses- 
sion and  avowed  the  intention  to  keep  possession,  and  actually 
did  keep  possession,  it  was  sufficient  evidence  of  force  to  main- 
tain the  action  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  and  the  jury 
should  find  for  the  plaintiff;"  it  was  held  that  the  instruction 
-was  erroneous,  as  applied  to  the  testimony  of  this  case,  because 
that  portion  of  it  relating  to  K.'s  intention  to  keep  possession 
made  no  reference  to  any  demand  on  the  part  of  F.  for  posses- 
sion, and  because  the  instruction  was  framed  as  though  it  re- 
lated to  a  question  of  forcible  entry,  and  not  forcible  detainer.* 

§  2952.  Forcible  Detainer,  What  is.— The  declaration  of 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  will  not  go  off  the  prem- 
ises unless  put  off  by  force  or  by  law,  does  not  constitute  a 
forcible  detainer.^  The  mere  surmise  of  a  person,  that  if  he 
attempts  to  regain  possession  force  will  be  used  to  prevent  it, 
is  not  enough  to  show  a  forcible  detainer;  but  an  attempt  must 
be  made  to  regain  possession,  and  either  force  or  threats  of 
force  used  to  resist  it."    P.  had  possession  of  a  lot  of  land,  by 

» Shelby  v.  Houston,  38  Cal.  410.  but  see  Shelby  v.  Houston,  38   Id. 

»  Minturn  v.  Burr,  16  Cal.  100.  410. 

■  Shelby  v.  Houston.  38  Cal.  410.  •  Fogarty  v.  Kelly,  24  Cal.  317. 

*  Polack  V.  Sbafer,  46  Cal.  270.  "^  Hodgkins  v.  Jordan,  29  CaL  577. 

*  Treat   v.    Forsyth,  40  CaL   484;        «Id. 
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having  it  inclosed  with  a  fence,  but  did  not  reside  on  it,  nor 
have  a  house  on  it.  M.  and  D.  entered  into  possession,  and 
built  a  house  on  the  premises  and  moved  into  it.  Five  days 
afterwards  an  agent  of  P.  went  to  the  premises  and  told  M. 
and  D.  that  he  had  come  there  to  take  possession  for  P.  They 
replied  that  it  would  be  very  foolish  to  give  up  the  lots  after 
making  improvements  on  them ;  that  they  would  not  leave,  and 
that  it  would  take  a  pretty  good  force  to  put  them  off;  that  they 
had  paid  their  money  for  the  lots,  and  they  would  be  d — d  if 
they  would  leave.  To  another  agent  of  P.,  M.  and  D.  used 
substantially  the  same  language;  it  was  held  that  this  did  not 
amount  to  a  forcible  entry  or  unlawful  detainer;  that  such  acta 
amounted  merely  to  a  trespass  and  ouster  of  P.,  for  which  eject- 
ment was  the  proper  remedy.^  A  naked  avowal  of  an  intention 
to  keep  possession,  and  actually  keeping  possession,  do  not 
necessarily  constitute  such  force  or  threat  of  force  as  to  render 
a  detainer  forcible  where  there  has  been  an  unlawful  entry, 
unless  such  avowal  is  made  in  answer  to  a  demand  for  posses- 
sion by  the  party  claiming  to  have  been  ousted,  and  is  accom- 
panied by  some  act  or  word  of  the  party  making  the  unlawful 
entry,  showing  an  intent  on  his  part  to  maintain  the  possession 
by  force.*  If  the  entry  of  the  defendant  was  lawful,  the 
plaintiff  can  not,  when  his  right  to  the  possession  has  expired, 
expel  him  therefrom,  or  by  using  or  threatening  force  make  his 
entry  unlawful.' 

§  2953.  Unla'wf ul  Entry. — An  unlawful  entry  is  a  peace- 
able entry  made  in  bad  faith;  that  is  to  say,  without  any  bona 
fide  claim  or  color  of  legal  light  to  enter,  and  not  a  peaceable 
entry  made  in  good  faith,  although  wrongfully;  that  is  to  say, 
in  the  belief  that  there  is  a  legal  right  to  enter.*  The  plaintiff 
must  have  had  the  actual  possession  when  the  wrongful  or  forci- 
ble entry  was  made;  and  if  a  forcible  detainer  alone  is  com- 
plained of,  the  entry  of  the  defendant  must  have  been  unlawful.^ 

§  2954.  Unlawful  Detainers-Holding  Over  after  Rent 
Due. 

Farm  No,  665. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  or  about  the  ....  day  of >  1^-  •  >  the  said 

plaintiff  by  a  lease,  made  on  or  about  the  said  day 

1  Polack  V.  McGrath,  25  Cal.  56.  *  Shelby  v.  Houston,  3S  Cal.  410. 

'Fogarty  v.  Kelly,  24  Cal.  317;  see  *Owen  v.  Doty,  27  Cal.  502;  but 

Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec  1160.  tee  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  seo.  1160. 
»  Owen  V.  Doty,  27  CaL  602. 
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at ,  county  of  ' ,  leased,  demised,  and  let  to 

tbe  said  defendant,  of  the  said ,  county  of , 

the  premises  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  county  of , 

state  of ,  and  described  as  follows,  to  wit  [describe 

premises],  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  premises,  to  the  defend- 
ant, for  the  term  of months  thence  next  ensuing,  at 

the  monthly  rent  of dollars,  payable  in  advance. 

n.  That  by  virtue  of  said  lease  the  defendant  went  into  the 
possession  and  occupation  of  the  demised  premises,  and  still 
continues  to  hold  and  occupy  the  same. 

III.     That  according  to  the  terms  of  said  lease  there  became 

due,  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  for  the  rent  of  said 

premises,  the  sum  of    dollars. 

lY.  That  on  the day  of >  18 . . ,  and  within  one 

year  after  said  rent  became  due  as  aforesaid,  by  the  terms  of 
said  lease,  demand  in  writing  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  of 

[the  lessee],  for  payment  thereof,  or  that  he  surrender 

the  possession  of  said  premises  held  as  aforesaid,  to  the  plaint- 
iff, within  three  days,  but  said  defendant  neglected  and  refused, 
for  the  space  of  three  days  after  said  demand  as  aforesaid,  to 
quit  the  possession  of  the  said  demised  premises,  or  to  pay  the 
rent  thereof  due  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid,  and  the  same  still 
remains  due  and  unpaid.  That  a  copy  of  said  demand  is  here- 
unto annexed  and  made  a  part  of  this  complaint. 

y.  That  said  defendant  unlawfully  holds  over  and  continues 
in  the  possession  of  the  said  premises,  after  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  as  aforesaid,  and  without  the  permission  of 
the  plaintiff;  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff  has  sustained 
damages  in  the  sum  of  dollars. 

Whereof  the  said  plaintiff  prays  judgment: 

1.  For  the  sum  of dollars  damages  for  waste  and  in- 
jury, and  for  the  detention  of  said  premises. 

2.  For  the  sum  of dollars,  rent  due  as  aforesaid,  and 

restitution  of  the  said  premises. 

3.  That  said  damages  may  be  trebled,  together  with  costs  of 
suit.* 

§  2955.  Holding  Over  after  Expiration  of  Term. 

Form  JVb.  666. 
[Title.] 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

^  If  the  property  is  in  the  possession  sion  was  served  on  both  tenant  and 

of  a  sub-tenanaut  that  fact  should  he  sub- tenant,  see  Cal.  Code  0.  P.,  sec. 

averred,  and  also  that  the  notice  to  llGl,  and  both  must  bo  made  parties: 

pay  the  rent  due  or  surrender  posses-  Id.,  sec.  1164. 
SisTEB,  Vol.  11—25 
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I.  That  on  or  about  the day  of ,  18. . ,  said 

plaintiff,  by  a lease  made  on  or  about  the  said  day,  at 

Ihe ,  county  of leased,  demised,  and  let  to 

tbe  said  defendant,  of ,  county  of ,  the  premises 

situato,  lying,  and  being  in  the ,  county  of , 

state  of ,  and  described  as   follows,  to  wit  [describe 

property]^  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  premises,  to  the  defend- 
ant, for  the  term  of years  from  the day  of 

,  18. . ,  at  the  yearly  rent  of dollars,  payable 

ill  advance. 

II.  That  by  virtue  of  said  lease,  said  defendant  went  into 
possession  of  said  premises,  and  he  and  others  under  him  still 
continue  to  hold  and  occupy  the  .same. 

III.  That  the  tei'm  for  which  said  premises  were  demised  as 
aforesaid  has  terminated,  and  that  the  said  defendant  holds 
over  and  continues  iu  possession  of  the  said  demised  premies, 
without  the  permission  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  contrary  to  the 
terms  of  said  lease. 

IV.  That  the  said  plaintiff*  since  the  expiration  of  the  term 
for  which  said  j^remises  were  demised  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on 

tbe day  of ,  18. . ,  made  demand  in  writing  of 

the  said  defendant  to  deliver  up  and  surrender  to  him  the  pos- 
session of  said  premises. 

V.  That  more  than  three  days  have  elapsed  since  the  making 
of  such  demand,  and  the  defendant  has  refused  and  neglected, 
for  the  space  of  three  days  afier  such  demand,  to  quit  the  pos- 
session of  said  demised  premises,  and  still  does  refuse,  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

VI.  That  the  monthly  value  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  premies  is  the  sum  of dollars. 

Wherefore  the  said  plaintiff  prays  judgment* 

1.  For  the  restitution  of  the  said  premises,  and  for  damages 
for  the  rents  and  profits  of  said  premises. 

2.  That  such  damages  may  be  trebled  as  damages  for  the 
occupation  and  unlawful  detention   and  holding  over  of  the 

same,  amounting  to  the  sum  of dollars  per  month, 

besides  costs  of  suit.^ 

§  295G.  Damages. — The  plaintiff  can  not  prove  damages 
sustained  by  the  defendants  holding  over  in  respect  to  their 
property  immediately  adjoining  the  demised  premises,  respect- 

^  Un'ler  the  Cal.  Civil  Code  estates    Estates  for  years;  or,  4,  EBtates  at 
are  divided  as  follows:   1.  Estates  of    will:  Sec.  7C1. 
inlieritance;   2.   Estates  for   life;  3. 
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iDg  which  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was  not  subsist* 
ing.* 

§  2957.  Demand  of  Rent  and  for  Delivery  of  Posses- 
sion.— ^If  a  tenant  holds  over  after  rent  has  become  due  and  re- 
mains unpaid  for  the  space  of  three  days,  a  demand  by  the 
landlord  of  the  payment  of  rent  and  delivery  of  possession, 
both  made  at  the  same  time,  will  enable  him  to  maintain  an 
action  for  an  unlawful  holding-over.  It  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
mand rent,  and  wait  three  days,  and  then  demand  possession.' 
The  demand  should  now  be  made  in  the  alternative,  for  the 
payment  of  the  rent,  stating  the  amount,  or  the  possession  of 
the  property.'  A  waiver  of  the  demand  will  never  be  implied 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  forfeiture.  A  forfeiture  can  not 
take  place  by  consent,  and  it  is  not  favored  by  the  rules  of 
law.* 

§  2958.  Entry,  ho"w  Made.—- A  landlord  has  no  right  of 
entry  for  breach  of  covenant  in  a  lease,  and  to  forcibly  eject 
the  tenant,  the  lease  reserving  no  such  right  of  entry.^  If  the 
landlord  does  so  enter  and  eject  the  tenant,  the  tenant  may 
recover  damages  in  trespass,  for  the  vegetables  and  grape  vines 
growing  on  the  land,  and  planted  by  the  tenant  for  sale,  he  not 
being  permitted  to  enter  and  gather  them." 

§  2959.  Notice  to  Quit. — By  the  terms  of  an  award  which 
was  decisive  between  a  landlord  and  his  tenant,  where  the 
latter  was  to  leave  the  premises  on  the  ninth,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  give  notice  to  quit  until  the  tenth, 
after  which  the  plaintiff  had  six^  da^'s  to  remove,  wherefore  the 
action  commenced  on  the  tenth  was  premature."  In  an  action 
where  the  evidence  showed  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  plaint- 
iff must  show  that  he  has  terminated  the  tenancy  by  notice  to 
quit,  and  if  the  tenant  be  permitted  to  hold  over  without  such 
notice,  a  new  term  is  created,  and  he  can  not  be  legally  dispos- 
sessed.' When  notice  is  served  on  the  original  lessee,  the 
notice  binds  the  under  tenants  who  acquire  possession  from 
the  tenant  after  its  service;  ^°  and  they  ore  liable  to  the  land- 
lord for  double  the  monthly  value  of  the  premises."    Where 

^  Kower  v.  Gluck,  33  Cal.  401.     As  '  Now  three,  Cal.  CJode  C.  P.,  Bee 

to  damages,  consult  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  11G1. 

sec.  1 174.  ®Ray  v.  Armstrong,  4  Cal.  208. 

* Brumniagim  v.   Spencer,  29  Cal.  •Sullivan  v.  Cary,  17  Cal.  80;  see 

6C1.  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1945. 

3 Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  UGl.  "Schilling  v.  Holmes,  23  Cal.  227. 

Uiaskillv.  Trainer,  3  Cal.  334  "IdJ;  see  Cal.  Code  0.    P.,   sea 

^  Fox  v.  Brissac,  15  Cal.  223.  116*. 
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defendant  held  as  tenant  under  J.  S.  in  his  life- time,  under 
whom,  as  heir  at  law,  the  plaiutiif  claimed  as  landlord,  but  the 
defendant  refused  to  recognize  him  as  such,  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation,  that  this  refusal  terminated  the 
tenancy,  and  overweighted  the  presumption  of  a  contract 
between  defendant  and  plaintiff.^  The  denial  of  title  and  the 
relation  of  tenant  niakes  defendant  a  trespasser,  and  not  en- 
titled to  notice  to  quit  before  suit  in  ejectment,  and  no  special 
demand  for  payment  of  rent  is  necessary  to  make  a  forfeiture, 
as  defendant  could  not  deny  title  and  yet  claim  the  benefit  of 
holding  in  subordination  to  it.' 

§  2960.  Parties. — If  a  landlord  sells  the  leased  property, 
and  assigns  to  the  purchaser  the  lease,  and  the  tenant  does  not 
attorn  to  the  purchaser,  or  recognize  him  as  landlord,  the  pur- 
chaser can  not  recover  possession  of  the  premises  from  the  ten- 
ant under  the  act  concerning  forcible  entries  and  unlawful 
detainers.'  The  tenant  can  not,  by  submitting  to  being  wrong- 
fully turned  out  of  possession  under  a  writ  which  did  not  run 
against  him,  and  then  attorning  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  writ, 
prevent  his  first  landlord  from  recovering  possession  against 
him  for  non-payment  of  rent.^  The  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  is  not  dissolved  by  the  execution  of  papers  intended  as 
an  assignment  of  the  lease  to  the  landlord,  and  release  and 
cancellation  of  the  lease.  A  surrender  in  fact  of  the  demised 
premises  is  essental  to  the  completion  of  a  dissolution  of  that 
relation.  A  possession  by  the  tenants,  after  the  execution  of 
the  papers  mentioned,  of  the  demised  premises,  renders  them 
liable  to  be  proceeded  against  under  the  act  concerning  forcible 
entries  and  unlawful  detainers.' 

§  2961.  Relation  of  Landlord  and  Tenant.— The  produc- 
tion of  a  lease  in  evidence  will  not,  of  itself,  prove  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  to  have  existed  between  the  lessor  and 
lessee,  but  the  entry  of  the  lessee  under  the  lease,  or  a  holding 
by  him  referable  to  the  lease,  must  also  be  proven.'  A.,  who 
claimed  to  be  in  possession  of  a  tract  of  coal-bearing  land, 

1  Sampson  v.  Scliaffer,  3Cal.  107.  sec.  1101,  in  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  1877-8, 

'  Smith  V.  Ogg  Shaw,  16  Cal.  88.  but  as  there  were  two  amended  sec- 

For  the  mode  of  serving  notice  to  tions  of  that  number  approved  on 

terminate  tenancy  at  wul,   and  all  the  same  day,  there  is  some  doubt  aa 

notices  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  to  which  is  in  force. 

IICI,  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  see  Id.,  sec.        <  Caldcrwood  v.  Pyser,  31  Cal.  333. 

11C2.  fi  Kowcr  V.  Gluck,  33  Cal.  401.    As 

•*llcay  V.  Cotter,  29  Cal.  168.    An  to  the  necessary  parties  defendant, 

attempt  was  made  to  give  the  sue-  sec  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1164. 

cessor  in  interest  of  the  landlord*bho        « Calderwooi}    v.   Center,   30  CaL 

right  to  bring  the  action  by  amending  539. 
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made  a  verbal  agreement  with  B.  and  C,  by  which  they  were 
to  prospect  for  coal  until  they  struck  a  particular  seam  or  ledge, 
and  before  they  struck  this  ledge  they  were  to  do  all  the  work, 
and  have  two  thirds  of  the  claim;  but  after  the  ledge  was  struck 
the  work  was  to  be  prosecuted  by  the  parties  jointly,  A.  to  bear 
one  third  of  the  expenses,  and  B.  and  C.  two  thirds;  it  was 
held  that  this  agreement  did  not  create  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  between  A.  and  B.  and  C .,  but  thai^  it  made  them 
tenants  in  common,  or  partners  in  mining,  and  that  the  action 
of  unlawful  detainer  was  not  the  proper  remedy  for  A.,  if  ex- 
cluded from  the  premises  by  B.  and  C*  An  action  for  an  un- 
lawful holding  over  can  not  be  maintained  unless  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  is  shown  to  exist  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  at  the  time  of  making  demand  for  pos- 
session.' 

§  2962.  Repairs— Duty  of  Tenant. — If  the  embankment 
of  a  natural  reservoir,  which  is  filled  with  water  by  unusual 
rains,  is  broken  by  a  stranger,  so  that  the  demised  premises  are 
injured  by  the  water,  the  injury  is  not  the  act  of  God  or  of  the 
elements,  and  the  tenant  is  bound  to  repair,  even  if  **  damages 
by  the  elements  or  acts  of  Providence  "  are  excepted  from  his 
covenant.' 

§  2963.  Rent. — There  is  no  error  in  finding  the  amount  of 
rent  due  at  the  time  of  the  trial.^  If  the  tenant  is  forcibly 
evicted  by  the  landlord  from  a  substantial  part  of  the  demised 
premises,  but  continues  to  occupy  the  remaining  portion  under 
the  lease,  he  can  not  be  proceeded  against  in  unlawful  detainer 
for  the  non-payment  of  rent  while  the  eviction  lasts.' 

§  2964.  Reversal  of  Judgment.-— If  plaintiff  recovers  judg- 
ment and  is  placed  in  possession  of  the  land  and  defendant 
appeals,  and  the  judgment  is  reversed,  the  latter  is  entitled  to 
be  restored  to  the  possession,  even  if  the  plaintiff  has  leased  the 
premises.* 

§  2965.  Tenant  at  Will. — A  tenant  at  will  is  one  who  holds 
rent-free  by  permission  of  the  owner,  or  where  he  enters  under 
an  agreement  to  purchase,  or  for  a  lease,  but  has  not  paid  rent. 
The  great  criterion  by  which  to  distinguish  between  tenancies 
from  year  to  year  and  at  will  is  the  payment  or  reservation  of 

*  Henderson  v.  Allen,  23  Cal.  619.  vided;  see  also  Hawxhurst  v.  Lobree, 

»Steinback  v.  Krone,  36  Cal.  303;  38  Cal.  563. 
Reay  v.  Cotter,  29  Id.  168;  Pico  v.        ^  Polack  v.  Pioche,  35  Cal.  416. 
Cuyas,  48  Id.  639.     In  addition  to  the        *  Mason  v.  Wolff,  40  CaL  246. 
summary  remedy,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,        ^  Skaggs  v.  Emerson,  50  CaL  3. 
aec.  793,  and  the  remedy  therein  pro-       ^  Pico  v.  Cuyos,  4d  Cal.  639. 
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rent.^  A  tenancy  at  will  can  not  exist  without  express  grant  or 
contract,  and  where  it  does  exist,  the  tenaut  is  entitled  to  rea- 
sonable notice  of  his  landlord's  intention  to  terminate  lhees!ate 
before  an  ivction  can  be  maintained  against  him  for  the  posses- 
sion.^ A  grantor  who  remains  in  possession  does  so  as  tenant 
at  will  of  the  grantee.'  Notice  of  not  less  than  one  month  ia 
required  to  terminate  it.* 

§2966.  Tenancy  for  Years. — A  tenancy  for  the  speci6ed 
period  of  one  month  is  a  tenancy  for  years,  and  not  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year  or  month  to  month;  but  if  a  tenant  for  tho 
specified  period  of  one  month  holds  over  with  the  consent  of 
his  landlord,  he  thereby  becomes  a  tenaut  from  month  to 
month.*  An  estate  for  years  is  one  that  is  founded  upon  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  which  is  not  determinable  at  the  will 
of  either  party,  but  endures  for  a  time  certain. • 

§  2967.  Tenant,  Liability,  Rights,  and  Duties  of.— An 
under  tenant  who  takes  a  lease  and  receives  possession  from 
the  tenant  becomes  tho  tenant  of  the  landlord,  subject  to  all 
the  duties  and  liabilities  of  a  tenant  to  the  landlord.^  The  ten- 
ant is  liable  to  pay  rent  until  he  has  restored  full  and  complete 
possession  to  the  landlord,  and  his  liability  to  pay  the  rent  id 
not  discharged  by  an  eviction,  unless  under  a  title  superior  to 
the  landlord's,  or  by  some  agency  of  the  landlord's.**  If  the 
tenant  is  evicted  by  a  wrong-doer,  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to 
indemnify  him.'  If  a  tenant  denies  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant,  and  refuses  to  pay  rent,  he  can  not  afterwards 
revive  that  relation  by  offering  to  pay  rent."  One  of  the  most 
important  duties  of  a  tenant  is  to  peaceably  and  quietly  surren- 
der the  premises  to  the  landlord  as  soon  as  the  tenancy  has 
expired.'^  If  a  stranger  intrudes  on  the  premises  and  takes 
possession,  either  forcibly  or  otherwise,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
tenant  to  take  proper  legal  proceedings  to  regain  tho  possession, 
BO  tliJit  he  may  surrender  the  same  to  the  landlord.** 

§  2968.  Term,  Expiration  of. — If  the  tenant  takes  a  receipt 
from  liis  landlord,  specifying  the  amount  of  rent  paid  and  the 
length  of  tho  term,  to  commence  on  tho  expiration  of  the  leas*^, 
the  new  term  will  be  for  the  time  specified  in  the  receipt.     No 

»  r,()uv.  Law  Diet.  "^  Schilling  v.  Holmes,  23  Cal.  227. 

■^  \:.\\iii  V.  llobcr. son,  24  Cal.  128.  ^ xj, 

8  B. ouk3  V.  llydc,  :)7  Cal.  3GG.  » Id. 

*C.  1.  Ciril  Cod^',  fcc.  7S9.  "Conner  v.  Jones,  23  Cal.  60;  but 

^Stoppclkamp  v.  Mangeot,  42  Cal.  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  1174  and 

317.  1179. 

«  Washb.  on  Real  Prop.,  voL  1,  p.  "  Schilling  v.  Holmes,  23  Cal.  227. 

434  (4th  ed. )  ^^  Id. ;  see  Cal,  Civil  Code,  aec.  104». 
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new  teDancy  hj  implication  arises  in  such  cases.*  "When  the 
lessee  holds  over,  and  the  landlord  receives  rents  after  the  ex- 
piration if  the  term,  a  new  tenancy  arises  by  implication,  sub- 
ject to  the  covenants  and  conditions  of  the  original  lease,  but 
the  new  tena  is  not  necessarily  for  one  year.*  If  the  lessee 
sublets  the  leased  premises  for  the  entire  term  of  his  lease  from 
the  lessor,  no  right  of  entry  remains  in  him  upon  the  expimtiou 
of  the  term.  The  right  of  entry  is  in  him  who  holds  the  rever- 
nion.'  If  a  tenant  for  one  year  or  more  before  the  exjnration 
of  this  term  j)rocures  the  landlord's  receipt  for  one  mouth's  rent 
commencing  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  a  new  tenancy  of 
one  year  is  not  thereby  created.^  The  tenancy  is  terminated 
by  an  eviction;  and  a  subsequent  taking  and  holding  by  the 
tenant  under  a  lease  from  the  evictor  is  not  in  subordination  to 
the  title  of  the  original  lessor.^ 


CHAPTER  11. 

TAXES  AND  TAXATION. 

§  2969.    Against  Person  Removed  to -Another  County, 
under  California  Statute. 

Form  No,  667. 
[Title  or  Coctbt.] 

A.  B.,  Assessor  of County, 

in  the  State  of  California, 

Plaintiff, 
against 
C.  D.,  Defendant. 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  the  assessor  of  said  county  of 

II.  That  there  was  duly  assessed  upon  personal  property  of 

the  said  defendant  in  the  said  countv  of   ,  the  sum  of 

dollars  for  county  purposes;  and  the  further  sum  of 

dollars  for  state  purposes,  for  the  year  18. .,  upon 

which  said  several  taxes  there  has  accrued  a  penalty  of 

per  centum  for  the  non-payment,  together  with  interest  on  the 
said  taxes  at  the  rate  of   per  cent  per  month,  from  the 

'  Blumcnberg  v.  Myres,  32  Cal.  93.  34  Id.  2G5.    As  to  what  constitutes 

'Id.  '  unlawful  detainer,  see  Cal.  Code  C. 

'Id.  P.,  sec.  IIGI.    Requisites  of  a  com- 

*  Id. ;  see    Cal.  Civil  Code,    sees,  plaint  by  a  landlord  to  recover  pos- 

1943-1947,  inclusive.  session  of  dumi;5ed  premises  for  non- 

^  Stein  back  v.  Krone,  36  Cal.  303;  payment  of  rent,  see  Mayor  of  N.  Y. 

citing    as    authority    Wlieelock     v.  v.  Campbell,  18  JBoib.  IjO. 

Warscbauer,  21  Id.  31G;  and  S.  C, 
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....  day  of ,  18 . . ,  all  which  said  several  taxes,  penal- 
ties, and  interest  remain  wholly  unpaid. 

III.  Said  taxes  were  assessed  upon  the  following  property,  to 
wit  [enumerate  or  briefly  describe  the  property  as  in  the  assess- 
ment list]. 

IV.  That  at  the  time  said  taxes  were  assessed  upon  said  prop- 

ert;f ,  the  defendant  resided  in  the  said  county  of ,  and 

afterwards,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the day  of  ,  18. . , 

removed  therefrom  to  the  said  county  of 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff,  as  such  assessor,  demands  judgment 

against  the  said  defendant  for  the  sum  of   dollars, 

being  the  amount  of  said  taxes,  penalties,  and  interest  afore* 
said,  and  costs  of  suit.' 

§  2970.  Mode  of  Collecting  Taxes  in  California.— The 
provisions  of  the  California  Political  Code  (section  371G)  are  as 
follows:  "Every  tax  has  the  effect  of  a  judgment  against  the 
person,  and  every  lien  created  by  this  title  has  the  force  and 
effect  of  an  execution  duly  levied  against  all  property  of  the 
delinquent;  the  judgment  is  not  satisfied  nor  the  lien  removed 
until  the  taxes  are  paid  or  the  property  sold  for  the  payment 
thereof."  The  following  sections  make  a  tax  due  on  personal 
property  a  lien  upon  the  real  property  of  the  owner,  from  and 
after  the  time  it  becomes  delinquent,  and  every  tax  due  upon 
real  property  a  lien  against  the  property  assessed,  and  every 
tax  due  upon  improvements  upon  real  estate  assessed  to  others 
than  the  owner  of  the  real  estate,  a  lien  upon  the  land  and  im- 
provements, and  that  these  liens  attach  as  of  the  first  Monday 
in  March  in  each  year.  Section  37G4  et  seq.  provides  for  the 
publication  of  the  delinquent  list  and  notice  of  sale,  the  manner 
of  sale,  time,  place,  etc.  "With  these  provisions  in  force,  it  can 
rarely  become  necessary  or  advisable  to  sue  for  the  collection  of 
a  tax.  There  are  certain  cases,  however,  in  which  suits  are  ex- 
pressly authorized  by  the  political  code:  1.  For  the  collection 
of  taxes  assessed  on  personal  property  from  persons  who  have 
removed  to  another  county.*  2.  Where  the  assessment  upon 
real  estate  is  valid  in  part  and  void  for  the  excess;  and  the 
owner  or  his  agent  shall,  not  less  than  six  days  before  the  day 
of  sale,  deliver  to  the  tax  collector  a  protest  in  writing,  specify- 
ing the  portion  of  the  tax  which  he  claims  to  be  invalid,  and 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  same  is  based.    In  such  case  the 

^  Such  suit  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  assessor:  Gal.  Pol.  Code, 
lec.  3S08. 
*  Gal.  Pol.  Code,  sec  3808. 
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tax  collector  may  either  sell  or  withdraw  the  property  from  sale, 
and  report  the  case  to  the  state  board  of  equalization  for  its 
direction;  and  the  board  may  either  direct  the  foreclosure  of  the 
lien  by  action,  or  direct  the  collector  to  proceed  with  the  sale.^ 
The  controller  may  direct  the  collector  not  to  proceed  with  the 
collection  of  any  tax  amounting  to  three  hundred  dollars,  fur* 
ther  than  to  offer  for  sale  but  once  any  property  upon  which 
such  tax  is  a  lien.  If  the  property  is  not  sold  upon  such  offer, 
the  tax  collector,  or,  if  he  refuses  or  neglects  to  do  so,  the  con- 
troller, may  proceed  by  civil  action  in  the  proper  court  in  the 
name  of  the  people  of  the  state  of  California,  to  collect  such 
tax  and  costs.' 

§  2971.  Evldeiice.^On  the  trial  a  certified  copy  of  the 
assessment,  signed  by  the  auditor  of  the  county  where  the  same 
was  made,  with  the  affidavit  of  the  collector  thereto  attached, 
that  the  tax  has  not  been  paid,  describing  it  as  on  the  assess- 
ment book  or  delinquent  list,  is  primary  evidence  that  such  tax 
and  the  percentum  is  due,  and  entitles  him  to  judgment,  unless 
the  defendant  proves  that  the  tax  was  paid.' 

§  2972.  HxpeuBea,  how  Paid. — The  treasurer  and  auditor 
must  allow  the  expense  of  collecting  such  tax,  and  permit  a  de- 
duction thereof  from  the  amount  collected,  if  they  do  not  exceed 
one  third  of  the  amount  so  collected.^ 

§  2973.  For  Taxes  Assessed  in  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  under  the  Act  of  March  19, 1878. 

Form  No,  668, 
[Title  of  Court.] 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Feancisgo, 

Plaintiff, 
against 
John  Doe,  Defendant. 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum 

of dollars,  for  city  and  county  taxes,  with  five  per  cent 

penalty  added  thereto  for  the  non-payment  thereof,  and  interest 

thereon  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent  per  month  from  the 

day  of ,  18 . , ,  and    . .    dollars  costs  of  advertising, 

and  is  also  indebted  in  the  further  sum  of dollars,  for 

state  taxes,  with  five  per  cent  penalty  added  thereto  for  the  non- 
payment thereof,  and  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  two  per 

cent  per  month  from  the  ....  day  of >  13  •  •  >  &i^<l  •  •  •  • 

dollars,  costs  of  advertising,  which  said  taxes  were  duly 

1  Cal.  PoL  Code,  sees.  3811,  3812.  ■  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  sec.  3809. 

*  Id.,  sec.  3899.  *  Id.,  see.  3810. 


} 
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assessed  aod  levied  upon  persoDal  property,  to  wit  [enumerating- 
the  property],  for  the  fiscal  year  [naming  it], 

'Wherefore  plaintiff  jyrayB  judgment  for  said  several  sums,  with 
interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  costs  of  suit,  all  in  United 
States  gold  coin. 

Special  Counsel  for  Plaintiff.  * 

§  2974.  Complaint  for  Tax  over  Three  Hundred  Dol- 
lars, after  Property  has  heen  Ofiered  for  Sale,  under 
Section  8900  California  Political  Code. 

Form  No.  6G9, 
[Title  of  Coubt.] 

People  of  tub  State  of  Califobnia 
against 
John  Doe. 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 

dollars,  state  and  county  taxes  for  the  fiscal  year 

18..,  with  five  per  cent  added  for  the  non-payment  of  such 
taxes,  and dollars,  cost  of  collection,  to  date.  Plaint- 
iff demands  judgment  for  said  several  sums,  and  prays  that  an 
attachment  may  issue  in  form  as  prescribed  in  section  540  of  the 
code  of  civil  procedure. 

[Signed  by  tax  collector,  or  controller,  or  his  attorney.] ' 

§  2975.    State  and  Coimty  Tax— Kno"WTi  Owners. 

Form  No,  670. 
[State  and  County.]  [Coubt.] 

The  City  and  County  of  San"^ 

Francisco 

a/fainst 
Jam^s  Jones,  John  Doe,   and 

Richabd  Roe,  Defendants. 

The  plaintiff,  by ,  district  attorney  of  the  county 

of ,  complains  of  James  Jones,  John  Doe,  and  Bich- 

ard  Hoe: 

I.  That  between  the  ....  day  of ,  18..,  and  the 

*  For  Bufficiency  of  the  above  form  Pol.  Code,  sec.  3900.     In  such  action 

of  complaint  for  the  collection  of  taxes  an  attachment  issues  in  form  as  pre- 

ui)on  personal   property  in   the  city  scribed  under  section  540  of  the  Coile 

anil  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  C.  1*.     If  the  plaintiff  recovers  }\idj^- 

cviilence  upon  which  an  action  may  ment,  an  attorney's  fee  of  ten  percent 

bo  sustained,  see  statutes  of  1877-8,  on  the  amount  of  the  tax  is  included 

pp.  338,  339.     The  description  of  the  in    the    judgment.      The    action    is 

property  assessed  is  sufficient  if  ma<]e  brought  in  the  name  of  the  people  of 

m  the  words  of  the  asacssmeut:  8an  the  state  of  California:  Id.     A  Qcr- 

Francisco  v.  Flood,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  tified  copy  of  the  entries  on  the  de- 

5G7.  linquent  list  is  jprtma /acic  evidence 

^  For  form  of  complaint  in  an  action  that  the  person  against  whose  prop- 
to  recover  taxes,  amounting  to  three  erty  the  tax  was  levied  is  indebted  to 
hundred  dollars,  after  the  property  the  2)la>intiff  in  the  amoimt  of  such 
has  been  once  offered  for  sale,  see  Cal.  tax:  Id. 
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day  of ,  18, . .  A.  B.,  in  the  county  of , 

in  tlje  state  of /. .,  then  and  there  being  county  assessor 

of  said  county,  did  duly  assess  and  set  down  upon  an  assessment 
roll  all  the  property,  real  and  personal,  in  said  county  subject 
to  taxation;  that  said  assessment  roll  was  afterwards  submitted 
to  the  board  of  equalization  of  said  county,  and  was  by  said 
board  duly  equalized,  as  provided  by  law;  that  the  said  James 
Jones  was  then  and  there  the  owner  of,  and  that  there  was  duly 
assessed  to  him  the  following  described  real  estate,  improve- 
ments upon  real  estate,  certain  personal  property  [state  kiuds]^ 
and  also  certain  dogs,  to  wit: 

Said  real  estate,  valued  and  so  assessed  at  $ 

Suid  improvements,  valued  and  so  assessed  at  $ 

Said  personal  property,  valued  and  so  assessed  at  $ 

II.  That  each  of  the  other  persons,  defendants  herein,  have 
and  claim  a  title  to  and  an  interest  in  said  real  estate,  improve- 
ments on  real  estate  and  personal  property,  and  are  liable  for 
and  ill  duty  bound  to  pay  the  taxes  herein  specified;  that  upon 
said  property  there  has  been  duly  levied  for  the  fiscal  year  A. 

D.  18.., 

A  state  tax  of  -         -     $ 

A  county  tax  of       -         -     $ 

A  tax  on  said  dogs  -  -     $ 

Amounting  in  the  whole  to  $ 

All  of  which  is  due  and  unpaid;  of  which  amount  dol- 
lars was  duly  assessed  and  levied  against  the  real  estate 
aforesaid,  and dollars  against  the  improvements  afore- 
said. 

Wherefore  said  plaintiffs  pray  judgment  against  said  persons, 

defendants  herein,  for  the  sum  of dollars,  and  separate 

judgment  against  said  real  estate  and  improvements  for  the  sum 

of dollars,  and  that  said  real  estate  and  improvements 

be  sold  to  satisfy  such  separate  judgment,  and  that  all  tbe  in- 
terest and  cluim  of  each  person  aforesaid,  defendants  herein, 
and  all  persons  claiming  any  interest  in  said  real  estate  or  im- 
provements, be  forever  barred  and  foreclosed,  and  that  said 
taxes,  and  all  costs  subsequent  to  the  assessment  of  said  taxes, 
and  all  costs  and  expenses  of  this  suit  be  paid  in  gold  and  silver 
coin  of  the  United  States;  and  plaintiffs  pray  for  such  other 
judgment  as  to  justice  belongs.  , 

District  Attorney,  Coonty  of 

[Vebiwcation.] 
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§  2976.    The  Saxne^Under  Statute  of  April  23,  1880. 

Form  No.  G7U       • 
[Title  op  Coubt.] 

The  County  or  Alameda 

agcanst 
John  Dob. 

The  plaintiff  complains,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  defendant  is  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 

dollars  [naming  the  amount  for  county,  or  city  and  county) 
taxes,  -with  five  per  cent  penalty  added  thereto  for  the  non-pay- 
ment thereof,  and  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent 

per  month  from  the day  of ,  18. . ,  and  fifty  cents 

cost  of  advertising.  Plaintiff  further  avers  that  defendant  is  in- 
debted to  plaintiff  in  the  further  sum  of dollars,  for 

state  taxes,  with  five  per  cent  penalty  added  thereto  for  tbe 
non-payment  thereof,  and  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  two 

per  cent  per  month  from  the day  of     »  IB. . ,  and 

fifty  cents  costs  of  advertising,  which  said  taxes  ^Vere  duly 
assessed  and  levied  upon  the  [real  or  personal]  property  of  said 
defendant,  to  wit  [describe  property  as  assessed],  for  the  fiscal 
year  18 . . 

Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  said  defendant 
for  said  several  sums,  with  interest  and  penalty  as  aforesaid, 
and  costs  of  suit. 

Signature  of  Attorney. 

§  2977.    State  and  County  Tax — ^Unkno-wn  (hxmer. 

Form  No,  672. 
[State  and  County.]  [Coukt.] 

The  County  of '\ 

againat  | 

Dob  No ,  John  Doe  and  I 

KiOHARD  Roe,  and  tbe  real  estate  /* 

and  improvementa  hereinafter  de- 1 

scribed,  Defendants.  / 

The  people  of  the  state  of  California,  by ,  district 

attorney  of  the  county  of ,  complain  of  Doe  No , 

John  Doe  and  Bichard  Eoe,  whose  real  names  are  to  plaintiffs 
unknown,  and  who  are  therefore  sued  by  the  fictitious  names 
last  aforesaid ;  and  also  the  following  described  real  estate  and 
improvements,  to  wit  [describe  real  estate  with  same  particu- 
larity as  in  action  of  ejectment],  and  all  and  every  part  and 
parcel  of  the  improvements  on  said  land;  and  for  cause  of 
action  say: 

I.  That  between  tbe day  of ,  18. .,  and  the 

day  of I  18..,  in  the  county  of ,  in 
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the  state  of .A.  B.,  then  and  there  being  county  as- 
sessor of  said  county,  did  duly  assess  and  set  down  upon  an 
assessment  roll  all  the  i^^operty,  real  and  personal,  in  said 
county  subject  to  taxation;  that  said  assessment  roll  was  after* 
wards  submitted  to  the  board  of  equalization  of  said  county, 
and  was  by  said  board  duly  equalized,  as  provided  bylaw;  that 

the  same  Doe  No ,  John  Doe  and  Bichard  Boe  were,  at  the 

time  the  said  property  was  so  assessed,  and  still  are  owners  of 
the  land  and  improvements  above  described,  and  were  at  the 
time  said  assessment  was  made  absent  therefrom  and  from  the 
said  county,  and  were  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still 
are,  liable  for  and  in  duty  bound  to  pay  the  taxes  herein  speci- 
fied; that  the  names  of  the  owners  of  the  said  land  and  im- 
provements, and  the  names  of  the  defendants  last  aforesaid 
were,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  are,  unknown  to 
the  said  assessor,  and  unknown  to  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  the 
above-described  lands  and  improvements  were  so  assessed  at 
the  time  and  2:)lace  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  provided  by  law, 
to  **  unknown  owners,"  to  wit: 

Said  real  estate,  valued  and  so  assessed  at  $ 

Said  improvements,  valued  and  so  assessed  at  | 

II.  That  each  of  the  persons,  defendants  herein,  have  and 
claim  a  title  to  and  interest  in  the  said  real  estate,  improve- 
ments on  real  estate,  and  personal  property^  and  are  liable  for 
and  in  duty  bound  to  pay  the  taxes  herein  specified;  that  upon 
said  property  there  has  been  duly  levied  for  the  fiscal  year  a.  d. 

18.., 

A  state  tax  of    -     -     -    $ 

A  county  tax  of  -     -     -    $ 

Amounting  in  the  whole  to  $ 

All  of  which  is  due  and  upaid;   of  which  amount 

dollars  was  duly  assessed  and  levied  against  the  real  estate 
aforesaid,  and dollars  against  the  improvements  afore- 
said. 

Wherefore  said  plaintiffs  pray  judgment  against  said  persons, 
defendants  herein,  for  the  sum  of dollars,  and  sepa- 
rate judgment  against  said  real  estate  and  improvements  for 
the  sum  of dollars,  and  that  said  real  estate  and  im- 
provements be  sold  to  satisfy  such  separate  judgment,  and 
that  all  the  interest  and  claim  of  each  person  aforesaid,  defend- 
ants herein,  and  all  persons  claiming  any  interest  in  said  real 
estate  or  improvements  be  forever  barred  and  foreclosed;  and 
that  said  taxes,  and  all  costs  subsequent  to  the  assessment  of 
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said  taxes,  and  all  costs  and  expenses  of  this  suit  be  paid  in 
gold  and  silver  coin  of  the  United  States;  and  plain tiflFs  pray 
for  such  other  judgment  as  to  justice  belongs. 


[Vekification.]  Bifitrict  Attorney,  CouDty  of 

§  2978.  Action  -will  not  lAe. — ^An  action  of  debt  for  taxes 
"will  not  lie  ^hen  the  predicate  of  the  action  is  a  mere  assess- 
ment upon  propert}'.  Much  depends  upon  the  wording  of  the 
act  creating  the  tax.  If  the  act  merely  imposes  a  tax  upon 
property,  and  provides  a  particular  process  for  enforcement,  as 
a  sale  of  the  propeHy,  no  suit  can  be  brought  against  the  per- 
son to  collect  the  tax.  If  a  personal  liability  be  imposed  for 
the  tax,  and  the  statute  is  silent  as  to  the  mode  of  enforcement, 
then  an  action  would  lie  for  the  enforcement  of  the  obligation, 
for  the  rule  is  general  that  debt  lies  at  common  law  to  enforce 
a  statutory  duty  or  penalty  of  forfeiture.'  The  provisions  of 
the  constitution  and  revenue  laws  on  the  subject  of  taxation 
are  to  be  understood  as  referring  to  private  property  and  per- 
sons only,  and  not  to  public  property,  as  to  state,  counties, 
towns,  or  municipal  corporations.'  The  state  can  not  tax  and 
sue  itself;  *  nor  can  it  in  person  or  as  represented  in  its  local 
subordinate  government,  be  sued  without  its  own  consent.^ 

§  2979.  Assessment. — If  i;)roperty  is  not  properly  assessed, 
the  assessment  and  tax  levied  thereon  imposes  no  legal  obliga- 
tion to  pay  the  taxes  so  levied,  on  the  defendants  or  any  other 
person,  and  creates  no  lien  on  the  real  estate  so  assessed.*  The 
words  "assessment"  and  ''taxation,"  as  used  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  this  state,  do  not  have  the  same  signification.^  When 
several  parcels  of  land  are  assessed  to  the  same  person,  they 
must  be  separately  valued,  and  the  value  of  each  parcel  must 
be  placed  under  the  head  "  value  of  land."'  Wbere  property 
owued  by  S.  B.  Whipple,  who  had  always  been  known  by  that 

name  and  no  other,  was  assessed  to  S.  M.  Whipple,  it  was  held 

» 

'  In  California  the  cases  are  rare  text  iu  this  chapter  will,  therefore, 

•where  it  is  necessary  to  resort  to  an  he  found  pertinent, 

action  for  the  collection  of  taxes,  ex-  *  State  of  Cal.  v.  Poulterer,  16  Cal. 

cept  in   cases  of  removal  from  the  514. 

county  before  the  collection  of  taxes  *  People  v.  Doe,  36  Cal.  220;  citing 

asrcpbcd  upon  pcrydiuil  property.     In  Mayo  v.  Ah  Loy,  32  Id.  477;  Cal.  P. 

some  states,  liov.cvcr,  taxes  can  only  C,  sec.  oG07. 

bo  enforced    ap;tiinst  real   estate   Ly  *  People  v.  McCreery,  34  Cal.  433. 

aciion  cud   rale  umler  a  juugnieut;  ^JSliarp  v.  Contra  Costa  Co.,  34  CoL 

br.t  questions  relatinj^  to  the  validity  284;  People  v.  Doc,  30  I<1.  220. 

and  rcgulaiity  of  tho  asicjjsrrient  of  ®  People  v.  Pcaris,  37  Cal.  2r)l). 

tiixe?,  aiid  of  tlic  procccduv  3  for  tho  ^Taylor  v.  Palmer,  31  Cal.  240. 

enforcement  or  collection  of  the  same,  *  People  v.  Hollister,  47  CaL  408. 
arise  in  many  ways,  and  most  of  tho 
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^tliaf  the  assessment  was  void,  because  there  was  no  designation 
of  the  proper  owner.*  So  an  assessment  to  tbe  owner  by  Lis 
surname,  leaving  a  blank  for  his  given  name,  is  void,  and  a 
deed  executed  to  a  purchaser  of  the  land,  at  a  sale  for  the  tax, 
is  void  also.  Under  section  3628  of  the  political  code  of  Cali- 
fornia ft  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  owner  of  real  property  does 
not  invalidate  such  assessment;  but  a  different  rule  prevails  in 
regard  to  assessments  of  personal  property.  An  assessment 
of  the  latter  class  of  property,  in  which  there  is  a  mistake  in 
the  name  of  the  owner  is  void.' 

§  2980.  Assessment  of,  Valuation  for  Revenue  Pur- 
poses.— Where,  in  making  an  assessment  on  real  estate  for 
revenue  purposes,  a  dispute  arose  between  the  assessor  and 
owner  as  to  value,  and  the  assessor,  taking  away  the  sworn  state- 
ment of  the  owner,  with  a  blank  left  for  the  value,  said  he 
would  submit  the  dispute  to  the  board  of  equalization,  and 
afterwards  filled  the  blank  in  the  sworn  statement  with  a  higher 
valuation  than  was  admitted  by  the  owner,  and  the  property 
was  taxed  at  that  valuation,  and  the  owner  never  appeared  be- 
fore the  board  of  equalization,  it  was  held  that  the  assessment^ 
though  not  entirely  regular,  was  not  fraudulent,  and  that  a 
judgment  for  the  tax,  as  assessed,  should  stand.' 

§  2981.  Assessors'  Duties. — ^It  is  the  duty  of  assessors  to 
assess  all  property  in  their  respective  districts,  counties,  etc, 
which  comprehends  all  property,  except  that  which  may  be 
denominated  generally  public  properly.^  He  must  make  the 
valuation  of  property.^  And  it  must  be  made  against  the  owner 
when  known.  The  individual,  and  not  the  property,  pays  the 
tax."  But  if  the  assessor  can  not  find  the  person  to  be  taxed^ 
he  may  nevertheless  assess  the  property.^  That  the  assessment 
must  be  made  on  or  before  the  first  Monday  in  May,  is  direc- 
tory.' The  assessment  roll,  when  completed  and  certified  by 
(ho  assessor  to  the  board  of  supervisors,  is  the  only  evidence  of 
his  acts  and  intentions.'  There  is  no  particular  form  required 
for  the  certificate.^'^    The  making  of  a   certified  copy  by  an 

1  People  V.  Whipple,  47  Cal.  691.  *  People  v.  S.  F.  Savings  Unioo,  31 

'^  ijokc  Co.  V.  Sulphur  Bank  etc.  Co. ,  Cal.  132. 

4  West  Coast  Picp.  18G;  Crawford  v.  o|j;eigey  v.    Abbott,    13  Cal.  609; 

ScLmidt,  47  Cal.  G17.     As  to  assess-  cited  in  Garwood  v.  Hastings,  38  id. 

mcnt3  void  on  accuuut  of  the  descnp-  21 G. 

lion  cf  tlio  l:\iid,  see  People  v.  Cone,  '  Hart  v.  Plain,  14  Cal.  148. 

43  id.  427;  People  v.  U.de,  Id.  431;  «Id. 

Pccplo  V.  Hancock,  Id.  031.  •  People  v,  S.  F.  Savings  Union,  31 

3  Slato  V.  Wri^Mit,  4  Nov.  251.  Cal.  13'2. 

*  People  V.  McCreery,  34  Cal,  432;  »<>  State  v.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  4  Nev. 

Cal.  Pol.  Code,  sec.  3G28.  338. 
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assessor  of  an  assessment  roll  made  by  another  assessor,  a  pre-, 
vious  year,  is  not  an  assessment  of  property.^  Under  section 
101  of  the  revenue  act  of  Nevada,  of  1865,^  assessors  may  call 
for  sworn  statements  of  the  amount  and  value  of  the  proceeds 
of  mines,  but  they  are  not  bound  by  such  statements  in  making 
their  assessments.' 

§  2982.  Auditors'  Duties.— The  county  board  of  equaliza- 
tion being  authorized  to  equalize  taxes,  if  they  make  an  order 
reducing  the  assessments,  however  illegal  it  may  be,  the  county 
auditor  must  be  governed  by  their  action  until  it  is  set  aside  by 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.^ 

§  2983.  Board  of  Equalization. — The  presumption  of  law 
is  that  a  board  of  equalization  perform  their  duty  and  correct 
any  inequality  in  the  assessment  of  taxes.^  They  can  not  add 
to  the  valuation  of  property  without  evidence  authorizing  them 
to  do  so.^    They  can  not  make  a  new  assessment.^ 

§  2984.  Burden  of  Proof. — In  a  suit  for  delinquent  taxes, 
it  is  sufficient  on  the  part  of  the  state  to  show  a  regular  assess- 
ment, without  being  required  to  show  a  delinquency.  The  only 
defenses  which  can  be  made  to  resist  a  judgment  are  affirmative 
in  their  character,  and  must  be  specially  pleaded  and  affirma- 
tively made  out  by  the  defendant." 

§  2985.  Capital  of  Bank.— The  capital  of  a  bank  embraces 
all  its  property,  real  and  personal.'  Where  the  capital  stock 
of  a  bank  is  exempted  from  taxation  by  the  charter,  its  bank- 
ing-house is  equally  exempt  with  every  other  part  of  its  capi- 
tal" 

§  2986.  Capitation  Tax.— The  revenue  law  imposing  a 
capitation  tax  of  one  dollar  on  all  passengers  carried  out  of  the 
state  by  stage  companies,  is  not  a  regulation  of  commerce 
among  the  states,  nor  a  tax  on  exports,  and  is  not  in  conflict 
with  the  powers  of  the  federal  government." 

§  2987.  Chose  in  Action. — Chose  in  action  follows  the 
person  of  those  having  the  right.  When  the  holder  of  such 
right  resides  out  of  the  state  of  Nevada,  this  state  has  no  juris- 
diction over  the  person  nor  over  the  thing  proposed  to  be  taxed, 

1  People  V.  Hastings,  29  Cal.  449.  ^  People  v.  Reynolds,  2SCaL  107;  see 

2  Statutes  of  1865,  307.  Cal.  Pol.  Code,  sec.  3672  et  scq. 
•State   v.    Kruttschnitt,   4    Nev.        ® State   v.    Western    Union    Tele- 

178;  see  generally,  Cal.    Pol.  Code,  graph  Co. ,  4  Nev.  338. 

Bees.  3627  to  3663.  »Ncw  Haven   v.    City   Bank,  31 

♦  State  V.  Fish,  4  Kcv.  216.  Conn.  106. 

*  Guy  v.  Washburn,  23  Cal.  111.  i^  Id.                    , 

•People  v.  Reynolds,  28  Cal.  107.        "  Ex  parte  Crandall,  1  Nev.  294. 
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and  can  not   tax  either.^    The  state  can  only  tax  choses  in 
action  belonging  to  its  own  citizens  or  residents.' 

§  2988.  Claim. — The  term  ''  claim/'  as  used  in  section  5  of 
the  California  revenue  act  of  1861,  means  not  only  an  assertion 
of  title  to,  but  an  actual  possession  of,  the  land  claimed.' 

§  2989.  "  Claim  to,  and  Possession  of."— The  claim  to 
and  possession  of  land  is  property  liable  to  taxation,  even  if 
the  land  belong  to  the  United  States,  but  such  is  not  a  tax  upon 
the  land  itself.* 

§  2990.  Colleotlon  of  Tax. — A  tax-collector  elected  for  a 
city  can  not  collect  the  taxes  of  an  adjoining  town,  even  if  it 
has,  after  his  election,  and  after  the  levy  of  the  tax,  been  an- 
nexed to  the  city.* 

§  2991.  Complaint. — The  complaint  should  not  only  aver 
that  the  tax  was  levied  upon  and  assessed  against  personal 
property,  but  also  the  kind  or  kinds  of  personal  property.*  The 
complaint  must  aver  the  failure  of  the  tax-collector  to  collect 
the  delinquent  tax,  by  reason  of  his  inability  to  find,  seize,  or 
sell  the  property  belonging  to  the  delinquent.^  A  complaint  in 
a  tax  suit  which  shows  only  that  the  property  taxed  was  assessed 
as  the  estate  of  B.,  deceased,  and  that  the  defendants,  at  the 
time  of  the  assessment,  owned  and  possessed  it,  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  because  not  show- 
ing that  it  was  assessed  to  any  particular  party  whose  duty  it  was 
to  pay  the  taxes,  or  that  it  was  made  to  unknown  owners.^  A  tax-  * 
payer  on  the  proceeds  of  mines  may  complain  of  inequality  of 
assessment  upon  him,  at  any  time  before  the  taxes  are  collected 
or  sued  for.' 

§  2992.  Construction  of  Revenue  JLtR-w. — The  require- 
ment of  section  101  of  the  Nevada  revenue  act  of  1865,  "that 
the  value  of  the  proceeds  of  mines  shall  be  ascertained  as  pro- 
vided in  this  act,"  has  reference  to  the  mode  of  allowance  for 
the  cost  of  working.'^  The  revenue  laws  are  unconstitutional, 
so  far  as  they  exempt  private  property  from  taxation,  and  all 
parfs  thereof  relating  to  such  exemption  must  be  disregarded." 

§  2993.  County  Taxes,  by  Whom  Levied.— The  amount 
of  taxes  for  county  purposes  must  be  fixed  and  levied  by  the 

'  State  of  Nevada  v.  Earl,  1  Nov.  «  People  v.  Holladay,  25  Cal.  300. 

394.  ^  People  v.  Pico,  20  Cal.  596. 

»  Id.  «  People  V.  De  Carrillo,  36  Cal.  37. 

»  People  V.  Fiisbie,  31  Cal.  146.  •  State  v.  Manhattan  Co.,  4  Nev. 

*  People    v.    Cohen,   31   CaL   210;  318. 

People  V.  Friable,  Id.  146.  "State  v.  KruttBchnitt,  4 Nev.  178. 

»  Mason  v.  Johnson,  51  Cal.  612.  ^^  People  v.  Gerke,  35  CaL  677. 
Earn,  Vol.  II— 2G 
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board  of  county  commissioDers,  nnd  without  their  proper  action 
no  county  tax  can  be  collected.' 

§  2994.  Debt. — Standing  alone,  the  word  "debt"  is  as  ap- 
plicable to  a  sum  of  money  which  has  been  promised  at  a  future 
day,  as  to  a  sum  now  due  and  payable.^  Debts  are  declared  to 
be  personal  property  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  whether  it  be 
debts  over  due  or  under  due.'  Money  on  general  deposit  at  a 
bank  is  in  legal  effect  a  debt,  taxable  in  the  creditor's  residence, 
and  not  in  tbe  county  where  such  money  is  deposited/ 

§  2995.  Deed. — ^If  the  statute  directs  the  officer  who  sells 
land  under  a  judgment  for  delinquent  taxes,  to  sell  the  smallest 
quantity  that  any  purchaser  will  take,  and  pay  the  judgment  for 
the  tax  and  costs,  a  deed  of  the  officer  who  made  the  sale, 
which  recites  that  he  has  sold  the  premises  to  the  grantee  who 
was  the  highest  bidder  therefor,  is  void  and  conveys  no  title.' 
A  deed  of  land  under  a  tax  sale  is  only  prima  facie  evidence 
that  no  redemption  had  been  effected,  and  the  party  who  makes 
the  redemption  may,  in  ejectment  on  the  title  acquired  by  t^e 
deed,  prove  that  a  redemption  was  effected."  In  the  absence 
of  recitals  which  are  declared  by  statute  to  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  title,  the  burden  is  cast  upon  the  party  relying  on  the 
deed  to  prove  that  the  sale  was  in  fact  made  where  the  law  per- 
mits it  to  be  made.^  The  forty-fifth  section  of  the  California 
revenue  act  of  1861,  relating  to  the  effect  of  a  deed  of  land  sold 
for  taxes,  has  not  been  repealed." 

§  2996.  Default. — ^A  tax-payer  is  not  in  default  until  he 
has  an  opportunity  to  pay  the  taxes  assessed  against  him,  so  that 
if  there  is  no  person  authorized  to  receive  the  taxes  until  the  de- 
linquent list  goes  into  the  hands  of  the  district  attorney,  the 
tax-payer,  on  receiving  notice  of  that  fact,  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  pay  the  tax  without  any  penalty  being  imposed.' 

§  2997.  Demand  for  S^^om  Statement  not  Indispensa- 
ble.— An  assessment  for  taxes  by  the  assessor  is  not  vitiated  by 
the  fact  that  he  omitted  to  demand  a  sworn  statement.^* 

§  2998.  Description  in  Assessment. — No  action  can  be 
^oJii^t"  nn  iAX^.  maintained  under  the  California  act  of  May  17,  1861,  for  a  tax 
yMi^.C*. is/f.^'flo^f^  jQ^  estate,  unless  the  assessment  has  sufficiently  designated 


» State  V.  Manhattan  Co.,  4  Nev.  ^  Pierce  v.  Low,  61  Cal.  580; 

318.  also  Mayo  v.  Haynie,  50  Cal.  71. 

» People  V.  Argnello,  37  Cal.  524.  » Id. 

'  Id.  »  State  V.  Western  Union  Telegraph 

*  San  Francisco  v.    Lux,   1   West  Co.,  4  Nev.  338. 

Coast  Rep.  5o5.  "  Stote  v.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  4  Nev. 

*  Carpenter  v.  Gann,  51  Cal.  193.  338, 
^  Cooper  V.  Shepardson,  51  Cal.  298. 
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the  property  to  enable  a  proper  description  of  it  to  be  given  in 
the  complaint.  A  description  of  the  land  assessed,  as  the  un- 
sold portion  of  eleven  square  leagues  of  land  known  as  Los 
Mokelamos,  is  fatally  defective.^  The  assessment  of  lands  out- 
side of  a  city  or  incorporated  town  need  not  describe  the  land 
by  metes  and  bounds.'  Improvements  on  real  estate  and  per- 
sonal property  need  only  be  assessed  in  general  terms  and 
under  a  gross  valuation;  a  specific  description  of  such  property 
is  unnecessary."  The  object  of  a  description  of  property  in  an 
assessment  roll  is  to  clearly  identify  the  property  assessed.* 
Bonds  on  deposit  are  sufiSciently  described  by  being  designated 
''  money  and  bonds  deposited  as  per  statute."'  An  assessment 
of  land  is  not  void  by  reason  of.  a  mistake  in  description,  unless 
it  contains  such  a  falsity  in  the  designation  or  description  as 
might  probably  mislead  the  owner.'  Under  the  act  of  1856  a 
lumping  assessment  of  personal  property  is  bad.  The  different 
classes  should  be  stated.^  A  description  of  stock  as '^  mining 
stock  "  is  sufficiently  definite.' 

§  2999.  Desorlptlon  of  Property  In  Ck)mplaint.— The 
California  statute  of  1861,  requiring  real  estate,  in  an  action  to 
recover  taxes,  to  be  described  in  the  complaint  with  the  same 
particularity  as  in  actions  of  ejectment,  only  applies  to  actions 
in  which  the  real  estate  is  made  a  party  defendant.*  A  de- 
scription of  a  tract  of  land  by  name  is  sufficient.^'  If  a  com- 
plaint in  an  action  t#  recover  judgment  for  taxes  assessed  on 
land  and  improvements  thereon,  describes  the  land  asbessed  by 
giving  its  name,  and  metes  and  bounds,  less  certain  lots  sold 
out  of  the  same,  without  giving  the  location  and  boundaries  of 
the  lots  sold,  the  complaint  is  fatally  defective."  In  a  suit  for 
taxes,  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  description  of  the 
property  taxed  more  particular  than  that  used  in  the  assess- 
ment roll,  if  there  is  no  contradiction  in  the  two  descrip- 
tions, and  the  complaint  gives  the  description  used  on  the 
trial." 

§  BOOO.  Dollar  Mark. — Figures  placed  opposite  the  town 
lots  in  an  assessment  roll,  without  any  statement  whether  they 

*  People  V.  Pico,  20  Cal.  695.  "  San  Francisco  v.  Flood,  1  West 
'  High  V.  Shoemaker,  22  Cal.  363.     Coast  Rep.  567. 

»  People  V.  Rains,  23  Cal.  127.  •  People  v.  Leet,  23  Cal.  161. 

*  People  V.  Empire  G.  and  S.  M.       ^^  Id. 

Co.,  33  Cal.  171.  "  People  v.  Mariposa  Co.,  31  Cal, 

*  People  V.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  29  Cal.     196. 

533.  ^''  State  v.   Real  del  Monte  Co.,  1 

*  Bosworth  V.  Banzien,  25  Cal.  296.    Key.  523. 
^  Falkner  v.  Hunt,  16  CaL  167. 
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stand  for  cents,  dollars,  or  eagles,  do  not  fix  any  Taluation,  and 
the  assessment  is  defective.' 

§  3001.  Domicile. — One  maybe  a  resident  of  one  state,  and 
taxed  as  such,  when  his  domicile  is  in  another.' 

§  8002.  Easements. — ^A  street  railroad  company's  ease- 
ments of  running  cars  over  tracks  in  a  street  may  be  assessed 
as  real  property  benefited  by  the  widening  of  said  street,  for 
the  expense  of  such  widening.' 

§  8003.  Flume. — A  flame  constructed  by  a  mining  company 
along  the  bank  of  a  river,  leading  to  the  claims  of  the  company 
in  the  bed  of  the  river,  is  taxable.^ 

§  8004.  Foreign  Gorporation.-r^The  place  for  assessment 
of  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  another  state,  for 
the  purposes  of  taxation,  is  where  the  principal  business  is 
transacted.^ 

§  3005.  Gro'wing  Crops. — Growing  crops  are  private  prop- 
erty, and  are  subject  to  taxation,  the  provision  of  said  statute 
exempting  them  notwithstanding.'  This  rule,  however,  has 
been  changed  by  article  XIII,  section  1,  of  the  California  con- 
stitution of  1879,  which  exempts  growing  crops  from  taxation. 
Such  exemption,  however,  does  not  apply  to  fruit  trees.^ 

§  8006.  House  on  Boundary  JAae. — Where  a  taxpayer's 
house  lies  on  the  boundary  line  and  partly  in  two  towns,  it 
seems  that  he  is  properly  taxable  in  the  town  where  the  most 
necessary  and  indispensable  part  of  the  hquse  is  situated,  in  the 
absence  of  other  more  controlling  facts.^ 

§  8007.  Impost  DutjieSr^^There  is  no  restriction  upon  the 
taxing  power  of  a  state,  except  the  laying  of  impost  or  duties 
on  imports  or  exports,  and  if  in  the  exercise  of  this  power  for- 
eign commerce  or  commerce  among  the  states  be  incidentally 
affected,  the  state  authority  must  nevertheless  be  maintained.* 

§  3008.  Improvements  on  Publio  Lands.  —  Improve- 
ments on  publio  lands  of  the  United  States,  whether  owned  by 
a  pre-emptioner  or  one  occupying  public  lands  without  license, 
are  liable  to  assessment  and  taxation,  if  made  so  by  the  revenue 

» Hurlbutt  V,  Butenop,  27  Cal.  60.  ♦  Hart  v.  Plum,  14  Cal.  148. 

Braly  v.  SeamaD,  30  Icf.  610;  People  ^  British  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gommis* 

Y.  S.  F.  Savings  Uuion,  31  Id.  132.  sioners  of  Taxes,  31  N.  Y.  32. 

As  to  what  is  sufficient,  see  People  v.  •  People  v.  Gerke,  35  Cal.  677. 

Empire  G.  and  S.  M.  Co.,  33  Id.  171;  ^  Cottle  v.  ^pitzer,  3  West  Cowt 

People  V.  McCreery,  34  Id.  432.  Rep.  416, 

'Board  of  Supervisors  v.  Daven-  ^Judkins    v.     Reed,    48    Mame, 

port,  40  111.  197.  386. 

'  Appeal  of  North  Beach  and  Mis-  *  Ex  parte  CrandalL  (labeas  oorpns, 

sion  R.  R.  Co.,  32  CaL  499;  Chicago  1  Nev,  294. 
V.  Baer,  41  111,  306. 
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laws  of  a  state.^  A  local  tax  for  the  purpose  of  internal  im- 
proyements  may  be  imposed,  and  the  local  authorities  may  be 
empowered  to  impose  such  tax.' 

§  3009.  Judgment. — A  judgment  for  a  debt,  and  foreclos- 
ing a  mortgage  given  to  secure  it,  is  subject  to  taxation  only 
where  tbe  owner  of  the  judgment  resides,  and  then  the  money 
due  upon  it  is  only  taxable.'  So  of  choses  in  action,  and  prop- 
erty of  an  intangible  character,  such  as  debts  and  the  like.^ 

§  3010.  Jurisdiotlon. — An  action  brought  under  the  California 
revenue  act  of  1861,  to  recover  judgment  for  unpaid  taxes,  is  not  a 
case  in  equity,  but  an  action  at  law;  and  where  the  amount  is  less 
than  three  hundred  dollars,  the  dijitrict  court  has  no  jurisdiction.^ 
If  the  prayer  of  the  complaint  is  for  a  money  judgment,  the  dis- 
trict court  will  not  have  jurisdiction  where  the  amount  claimed 
is  less  than  three  hundred  dollars;  but  if  the  prayer  is  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  lien,  order  of  sale,  etc.,  the  district  court  has 
jurisdiction  regardless  of  the  amount  claimed.'  If  the  action  is 
brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  California  act  of  May  12, 
1862,  it  is  a  case  in  equity,  and  the  district  court  has  jurisdiction, 
although  the  amount  claimed  is  less  than  three  hundred  dollars.' 

§  3011.  Kind  and  Quantity. — If  an  assessment  of  a  tax 
made  during  the  three  years  preceding  March,  1861,  is  defective 
in  not  stating  the  kind  and  quantity  of  property  assessed, 
whether  real  or  personal,  or  if  real,  in  not  giving  its  description, 
the  pleader  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  judgment  for  such 
tax,  may,  if  the  same  can  be  ascertained,  insert  in  his  com- 
plaint the  necessary  averments  as  to  kind  and  quantity,  or 
description.® 

§  3012.  Land  Segregated. — Where  a  claim  to  a  tract  of 
land  under  a  Mexican  grant  somewhere  within  a  certain  larger 
tract  was  ascertained,  and  the  land  segregated  by  a  survey  under 
a  decree  of  confirmation  by  the  United  States  supreme  court, 
the  land  became  immediately  taxable.* 

§  3013.  Lands  Sold  by  the  United  States.— When  land 
of  the  United  States  has  been  paid  for,  and  a  certificate  of  pur- 
chase has  been  given  to  the  purchaser,  it  is  liable  to  taxation, 
although  the  patent  may  not  have  been  issued.^^ 

§  3014.    Law  of  Tax  Suits.— The  strict  compliance  with 

1  People  V.  Shearer,  30  Cal.  645.  •People  v.  Mier,  24  Cal.  61. 

'  Pattison  v.  Board  of  Superviflora  '  Id. 

of  Yul>aCo.,  13CaL  175.  « People     v.     HoUaday,    25    CaL 

»  People  V.  EastDian,  25  Cal.  601.  300. 

*  People  V.  Park,  23  Cal.  138.  »  Palmer  t.  Boling,  8  Cal.  387. 

i^  People  V.  Mier,  24  Cal.  61;  Bell  ^^^  People  v.  Shearer,  30  Cal.  645. 
V.  Crippen,  28  Id.  327. 
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all  tbe  provisions  of  the  statute,  required  to  be  shown  in  cases 
"where  property  is  sold  for  taxes  without  a  judgment,  is  not 
applicable  to  cases  of  suits  for  delinquent  taxes  in  the  district 
courts,  where  jurisdiction  has  once  been  acquired.^ 

§  8015.  Lien  of  Judgment. — The  lien  on  land  of  a  tax 
assessment  continues  after  the  land  has  been  transferred  to 
another  county,  and  the  tax  collector  of  the  original  county  can 
enforce  the  collection  of  the  tax  by  a  sale.^ 

§  3016.  Legislative  Restrictions. — The  only  restriction 
imposed  upon  legislative  discretion  in  the  matter  of  taxation, 
by  our  constitution,  is  that  it  shall  be  equal  and  uniform,  and 
in  proportion  to  the  property  taxed.  It  affects  only  the  mode 
of  taxation,  and  where  the  legislative  act  conforms  to  this  rule, 
it  is  binding  and  obligatory.'  Where  a  special  act  is  passed  by 
the  legislature,  empowering  the  board  of  supervisors  of  a  par- 
ticular county  or  counties  to  levy  a  tax  for  special  purposes,  it 
does  not  necessarily  repeal  the  general  act  or  previous  special 
acts.  The  repeal  of  acts  is  by  direct  terms,  or  by  implication. 
Bepeals  by  implication  are  never  favored;  on  the  contrary,  if 
prior  and  subsequent  legislative  enactments  may  well  subsist 
together,  courts  are  bound  to  uphold  the  former. 

§  3017.  Mill  Property.— Under  the  statute  which  provides 
that  mills  shall  be  taxable,  the  machinery  contained  in  a  mill  is 
taxable  as  part  of  the  mill,  and  it  is  equally  taxable  here, 
although  the  owner  reside  out  of  the  state,  and  it  makes  no  dif- 
ference that  the  machinery  is  personal  property.* 

§  3018.  Mining  Interests.-- The  possession  of  interest,  or 
the  possession  and  claim  to  lands  for  mining  purposes,  the  title 
to  which  land  is  in  the  United  States,  is  property,  and  as  such 
is  taxable  to  the  claimant.^  The  value  of  a  mining  claim,  that 
is  the  mine  itself,  can  not  be  taxed;  but  this  does  not  exempt 
everything  near  the  claim,  necessary  to  give  it  value.* 

§  3019.  Money  at  Interest  Taxable. — In  Nevada  all  money 

>  State  V.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  4  Nev.  Cal.  656;  People  v.  Frisbie,  31  Id. 

338.  140;  and  People  v.  Cohen,  Id.  210; 

'  Moss  V.  Shear,  25  Cal.  38.  and  that  such  property  is  not  exempt 

'  Beals,  Administrator,  v.  Amador  from  taxation,  consult  People  v.  Mc- 

Co.,  35  Cal.  624;  citiuff  Blanding  v.  Crcery,  34  Id.  433;  People  v.  Gerkc, 

Burr,  13  Id.  350;  People  v.  Alameda  35  Id.  077;  People  v.  Black  Diamond 

Co.,  20  Id.  041;  Napa  Valley  11.  R.  Coal  M.  Co.,  37  Id.  54.    That  the 

Co.  V.  Napa  Co.,  30  Id.  435;  Town  of  legislature  has  power  to  tax  the  in- 

Guilford  v.  Supervisors,  18  Barb.  015;  terest  of   an  occupant  of  a   mining 

aud  commenting  on  Beals  v.  Amador  claim,    see    State    of    California   v. 

Co.,  28  Cal.  449.  Moore,  12  Id.  66. 

*  Spraguo  V.  Lisbon,  30  Conn.  18.  » Ilart  v.  Plum,  14  G*l  KC. 

*  So  held  in  People  v.  Shearer,  30 
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at  interest  secured  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  is  subject  to  taxa- 
tion, without  regard  to  the  situation  of  the  mortgagee,  whether 
he  be  solvent  or  otherwise,  in  debt  or  out  of  debt.^  A  different 
rule  prevailed  in  California  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  consti- 
tution of  1879.*  Under  that  constitution  such  property  is  tax- 
able. 

§  3020.  Money  in  County  Treamirer's  Hands. — ^Money 
belonging  to  litigants,  in  county  treasurer's  hands,  placed  there 
by  order  of  court,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court,  is  liable  to 
taxation,  and  may  be  assessed  to  the  treasurer  by  name,  and 
when  assessment  is  levied  it  becomes  a  lien  on  the  money  in 
the  treasurer's  hands;'  so  of  money  in  the  hands  of  a  county 
clerk  or  receiver,* 

§  8021.  Money  on  Deposit. — A  tax  levied  on  money  on  de- 
posit is  legal,  and  the  levy  creates  a  judgment  and  lien  on  the 
property,  having  the  force  and  effect  of  an  execution  .* 

§  3022.  Moral  Obligation.— The  legislature  may,  in  strict 
conformity  with  its  constitutional  powers  and  duties,  recognize  a 
moral  obligation  as  the  sole  basis  for  the  imposition  of  taxes.^ 
Where  a  prior  statute  for  the  ascertainment  of  a  debt  due  from 
one  county  to  another,  and  to  provide  for  its  payment  by  a  tax 
thereby  imposed,  without  allowing  or  making  provision  for  the 
payment  of  interest  thereon,  under  which  enactment  the  debt 
was  fully  paid,  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature,  by  subsequent 
enactment,  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  interest  on  cuch  debt, 
by  the  imposition  of  a  further  tax  for  that  purpose.^ 

§  3023.  National  Banks. — The  state  may  impose  a  tax 
upon  the  real  estate  and  shares  of  national  banks  within  its 
limits,  but  congress  has  reserved  to  itself  the  exclusive  power 
over  the  taxation  of  banks  and  bank  property  of  other  descrip- 
tions." Congress  having  pointed  out  a  method  by  which  the 
real  estate  of  the  national  banks  within  any  state  may  be  taxed, 
and  also  the  method  of  taxing  their  stock,  the  states  are  ex- 
cluded from  all  other  methods  of  taxation  on  bank  property.' 
The  notes,  bills,  bonds,  etc.,  of  national  banks  are  the  com- 
modity in  which  those  banks  deal  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
their  business;  state  taxes  upon  them  are  state  taxes  upon 

^  State  V.  First  National  Bank,  4  ^  Ynba  County  v.  Adams,  7  Cal.  35. 

Nev.  348.  •Beala  v,  Amador  Coimty,  35  Cal. 

'  See  People  v.  Hibemia  S.  &  L.  So-  624. 

ciety,  51  Cal.  243,  and  Bank  of  Men-  ^  Id. 

docinoY.  Chalfant,  Id.  3G9.  ^  State  v.  First  National  Bank,   4 

•  People  V.  Lardner,  30  Cal.  242.  Kev.  348. 

*Cdl.  PoL  Code,  sec.  3647.  'Id. 
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the  business  of  the  bank,  and  such  taxes  the  state  can  not  im- 
pose.' 

§  3024.  Nevada  System  of  Taxation.—  All  tangible 
property  within  the  state  of  Nevada  is  subject  to  one,  and  only 
one,  annual  tax.  Each  acre  of  land  and  each  piece  of  coined 
money  is  liable  to  such  tax.  A  tax  on  money  at  interest  se- 
cured by  mortgage  on  land  is  neither  a  tax  on  the  pieces  of 
money  loaned,  the  land  on  which  the  security  is  taken,  nor 
upon  the  paper  upon  which  the  promise  to  pay  is  written.  But 
it  is  a  tax  upon  the  chose  in  action  or  right  to  collect  the  debt. 
Notes  and  county  warrants  are  property  subject  to  taxation  un- 
der the  revenue  laws  of  the  state.' 

§  3025.  Notioe. — When  the  statute  provides  that  the  di»- 
trict  attorney,  before  commencing  suit,  shall  publish  notice  to 
delinquents,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  complaint  that 
this  notice  was  published,  but  the  failure  to  publish  this  notice 
must  be  taken  advantage  of  by  plea  in  abatement,  or  it  is 
waived.*  The  time  prescribed  by  the  revenue  law*  within 
which  the  assessor  is  to  complete  his  assessment  roll,  is  odIj 
for  the  convenience  of  other  officers.  If  the  assessor  is  dilatory 
he  may  render  himself  liable  on  his  bond,  but  his  dilatoriness 
furnishes  no  matter  of  which  a  taxpayer  can  complain,  or  on 
account  of  which  he  can  defeat  the  tax.' 

§  3026.  Not  Debts. — ^Taxes  are  not  debts  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  clause  of  the  act  which  provides  that  the  notes  shall 
be  '*  a  legal  tender  in  payment  of  all  debts,  public  and  private." 
Congress  by  these  terms  only  intended  such  obligations  for  the 
payment  of  money  as  are  founded  upon  contract.' 

§  3027.  Not  Founded  on  Contract. — ^A  tax  is  not  founded 
on  contract,  and  does  not  establish  the  relation  of  debtor  aud 
creditor  between  the  taxpayer  and  state.  It  is  a  charge  upon 
persons  or  property  to  raise  money  for  public  purposes.'  Taxes 
are  charges  imposed  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  legislature 
upon  persons  or  property  subject  to  its  jurisdiction." 

§  3028.  Obligation  to  Pay  Tax. — A  party  in  possession  of 
a  lot  to  which  another  has  acquired  title  by  a  deed  for  a  sale  for 

estate  V.  First  National  Bank,  4  ^  Perry  v.  Washburn,  20  Cal.  318; 

Nov.  348.  approved    in   Mendocino  County  v. 

2  Id.  Morris,  32  Id.  154.    That  "  taxes  are 

*  People  V.  Bains  (No.  2),  23  CaL  not  debts  drawing  interest,"  and  that 

131.  **a  tax  is  a  pharge  upon  persons  to 

*Stat.  of  1866,  169.  raise  money  for  public  purposes,"  ap- 

'  State  V.  Western  Union  Telegraph  proved  in  People  v.  Steamer  America 

Oo.,4Nev.  338.  34  Id.  681. 

« Perry  v.  Washburn,  20  Cal.  318;  "*  People  v.  McCrcery,  :i4  Cal.  432; 

Bee  People  v.  Seymour,  IG  Id.  332.  see  People  v.  Seymour,  16  Id.  332. 
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taxes/ is  under  no  obligation  to  pay  a  tax  levied  after  tbe  tax 
deed  is  given.' 

§3029.  Parties.— The  "state  of  Nevada"  is  the  proper 
party  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  delinquent  school  taxes  under  sec- 
tion 35  of  tbe  act  of  March  20,  1865,  relating  to  schools.' 

§  3030.  Personal  Property. — The  personal  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person  which  is  taxable  in  the  town  in  which  he  last 
dwelt,  is  not  taxable  in  any  other  town.*  Personal  estate  of  a 
ward,  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  a  guardian,  is 
liable  under  the  statutes  to  taxation  in  the  place  where  sucb 
guardian  resides.^ 

§  3031.  Plaeerville—Charter  of.— The  act  incorporating 
the  city  of  Flacerville  granted  to  the  common  council  the  right 
to  levy  and  collect  certain  taxes,  and  constituted  the  city  mar- 
shal ex  officio  collector  of  taxes,  and  made  it  his  duty  to  collect 
all  taxes  due  the  city,  authorized  the  sale  of  the  property  of 
delinquents  for  taxes  due  the  city,  and  further  enacted  that  the 
manner  of  assessing  and  collecting  taxes,  and  proceedings  for 
the  sale  of  property  in  cases  of  delinquency,  should  be  regu- 
lated by  ordinance.  The  common  council  enacted  by  ordinance 
a  mode  of  collecting  delinquent  taxes,  remaining  unpaid  after 
a  certain  date,  whereby  the  entire  duty  was  devolved  upon  the 
city  attorney,  and  the  services  of  the  city  marshal  dispensed 
with;  it  was  held  that  the  ordinance  prescribing  such  mode  was 
void,  because  in  conflict  with  said  incorporation  act.^ 

§  3032.  Possessory  Right.— Taxation  of  the  possessory 
right  is  not  a  violation  of  the  section  of  the  organic  act  which 
prohibits  the  territorial  legislature  from  taxing  the  property  of 
the  United  States.^  The  object  of  that  section  was  to  protect 
the  government,  and  not  to  prevent  the  taxation  of  settlera 
upon  public  lands.  The  possession  by  the  citizen  of,  and  his 
possessory  interest  in  the  public  lands,  for  mining,  agriculture, 
or  other  purposes,  constitutes  a  species  of  property  recognized 
by  law,  and  is  subject  to  taxation  by  the  state. ^ 

§  3033.  Po-wer  oi  Legislature. — The  legislature  has  the 
power  of  taxation."  Taxing  power  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty, 
the  exercise  of  which  belongs  exclusively  to  every  state,  and 
attaches  alike  upon  everything  which  comes  within  its  jurisdic* 

» Maina  V.  Elliott,  61  Cal.  8.  •  City  of  PlacerviUe  v.  Wilcox,  35 

«  Stats,  of  1864-1865;  State  v.  Firat  Cal.  21. 

National  Bank  (No.  3),  4  Nev.  401.  •  Hale  &  Norcrosa  G.  &  S.  Min.  Co. 

■Hardy    v.    Inhabitants    of    Yar-  v.  Storey  Co.,  1  Nev.  164. 

mouth,  6  Allen,  277.  '  Peoijle  v.  Shearer,  36  Cal.  645. 

*  Touaey  v.  Bell,  23  Ind.  423.  *  People  v.  Pacheco,  27  Cal.  176. 
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§3034. 


tion.*  A  tax  must  have  its  origin  in  a  law  enaoted  for  that  pur- 
pose.' It  has  power  to  regulate  the  mode  of  taxation.*  The 
legislature  has  exclusive  power  of  apportionment  and  taxation. 
The  constitution  contains  no  inhibition  to  the  tax,  and  pre- 
scribes no  rule  of  apportionment.^  The  only  limitation  upon 
the  taxing  power  of  the  legislature  is  the  provision  for  equality 
and  uniformity  found  in  the  constitution.'  The  power  of  tax- 
ation was  given  to  the  legislature  without  limit,  for  all  purposes 
allowed  by  the  constitution.^  The  legislature  has  the  power 
of  taxation,  without  restriction  as  to  mode,  or  limitation  as  to 
time,  and  may  prescribe  a  mode  of  correcting  an  informal  as- 
sessment,^ but  can  not  fix  the  assessed  value  of  property.^ 
The  fact  that  the  legislature  has  once  exercised  its  powers  in 
limiting  the  extent  of  taxation  in  municipal  corporations,'  does 
not  prevent  it  from  again  exercising  its  power,  by  enlarging 
its  authority  to  tax,  and  the  legislature  can  impose  a  general 
tax  upon  all  the  property  of  the  state,  or  a  local  tax  upon 
the  property  of  particular  political  subdivisions,  as  counties, 
cities,  and  towns.^*'  Limitations  by  congress  upon  the  right  of 
a  state  to  tax  its  citizens  are  to  be  strictly  construed."  The 
power  of  taxation  is  a  power  which  the  legislature  takes  from 
the  law  of  its  creation,  to  impose  taxes  upon  the  property  of 
the  citizens  for  the  support  of  the  government." 

§  3034.  Practice. — Where  an  action  to  recover  a  personal 
judgment  for  a  tax,  commenced  in  a  justice's  court,  is  trans- 
ferred to  a  district  court,  an  amended  complaint  may  be  filed  in 
the  district  court  to  enforce  a  lien  on  real  estate  for  the  tax." 

§  3035.  Property  in  Lands,  hew  Construed. — The  term 
"  property  in  lands  *'  is  not  confined  to  title  in  fee,  but  includes 
any  usufructuary  interest,  whether  it  be  leasehold  or  a  mere 
right  of  possession.'^ 

§  3036.  Property  of  Guardian. — The  property  of  a  guard- 
ian can  not  be  seized  to  pay  taxes  assessed  against  him  upon 
the  property  of  his  ward." 

'  People  V.  Coleman,  4  Cal.  47. 

«  People  V.  McCreery,  34  Cal.  432. 

»  De  Witt  V.  Hays,  2  Cal.  403. 

*  Burnett  v.  Mayor  of  Sacramento, 
12  Cal.  76. 

*Blandinc  v.  Burr,  13  Cal.  343. 
The  cases  oi  People  v.  Coleman,  4  Id. 
46;  High  v.  Shoemaker,  22  Id.  36:3, 
BO  far  as  they  are  in  conflict  herewith, 
are  overruled  in  People  v.  McCreery, 
34  Id.  432. 

*  As  to  limit  of  powers  of  taxation 
and  a|)propriatioD,  under  the  eighth 


article    of     the     constitution, 
Nougues  V.  Douglass,  7  Cal.  Go. 

7  People  V.  Seymour,  16  Cal.  332. 

»  People  V.  Hastings,  29  Cal.  449. 

'  Under  section  37  of  article  4  of  the 
constitution. 

»«  Blanding  v.  Burr,  13  Cal.  343. 

"  People  V.  Shearer,  30  Cal.  645. 

"  Taylor  v.  Palmer,  31  Cal.  240. 

"  People  V.  Nelson,  36  Cal.  375. 

^^  State  of  California  v.  Moore,  12 
Cal.  56. 

»«  Tousey  v.  Bell,  23  Ind.  423. 
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§  3037.  Proceeds  of  Mines. — The  Nevada  constitutional 
provision,  art.  10,  whicli  prescribes  the  taxation  of  all  property, 
real,  personal,  and  possessory,  excepting  mines  and  mining 
claims,  the  proceeds  of  which  alone  shall  be  taxed,  "  means 
that  the  entire  annual  proceeds  of  mines  are  subject  to  taxation, 
and  not  the  mere  proceeds  on  hand  "  when  the  assessor  happens 
to  visit  the  mines.^  Under  the  revenue  law,  as  amended  in 
18G7,'  assessors  must  make  their  estimates  of  the  value  of  the 
proceeds  of  mines  on  the  basis  of  legal  tender  (paper  currency), 
and  all  ad  valorem  taxes,  whether  on  the  proceeds  of  mines  or 
other  property,  must  be  equal.*  The  quarterly  payment  of 
taxes  on  the  proceeds  of  mines,  provided  for  by  the  revenue 
laws,  are  so  arranged  that  the  annual  proceeds  of  mines  do  not 
pay  a  larger  pro  rata,  even  as  to  interest  account,  than  if  one 
annual  tax  for  the  annual  proceeds  were  imposed,  payable  at 
the  time  other  annual  taxes  are  payable.^  The  provisions  of 
the  revenue  law  of  1865,'  for  quarterly  assessments  on  the  pro- 
ceeds of  mines  and  quarterly  payment  of  taxes,  do  not  impose 
more  than  a  regular  pro  rata  of  taxation  on  the  proceeds  of 
mines,  nor  require  the  same  property  to  be  paid  for  more  than 
once.°  An  assessment  of  the  product  of  a  mine,  made  under 
the  revenue  act,  as  amended  in  1867,^  must  give  both  the 
amount  and  value  of  such  product,  and  if  an  assessor  received 
a  sworn  statement,  giving  the  products  of  a  mine  as  bullion  of 
a  certain  value  without  stating  the  amount,  it  is  his  duty  to 
treat  it  as  the  value  in  gold,  and  add  thereto  a  sufficient  per- 
centage to  fix  the  paper  money  value,  and  if  he  omi'j  to  do  so, 
be  is  derelict  in  his  duty.* 

§  3038.  Protest,  Recovery  Back.— If  the  items  of  a  per- 
son's property  are  assessed  and  valued  separately,  and  some  of 
the  items  are  not  liable  to  taxation,  and  the  tax  collector  can 
separate  the  legal  from  the  illegal  portion  of  the  tax,  he  should 
receive  the  legal  portion  of  the  tax  tendered  him;  and  if  he 
refuses  to  do  so,  and  the  whole  tax  is  paid  under  protest,  the 
person  taxed  can  recover  from  the  collector  that  portion  which 
is  illegal.'  So  if  the  collector  enforces  the  payment  of  a  tax 
upon  property  outside  of  his  district,  a  general  protest  will  en- 
able the  party  paying  to  recover  it  back.^*^    The  plaintiff  in 

'  State  V.  Knittschnitt,  4  Nev.  178.  "*  Stat,  of  Nev.  1867,  p.  159. 

»Stat.  of  Nev.  1867,  p.  159.  "State  v.  Knittschnitt,  4  Nev.  178. 

»  State  V.  Kruttschnitt,  4  Nov.  178.  »Bank  of  Mendocino  v.  Chalfatt, 

*  la.  61  Cal.  369. 

6  Stat,  of  Nev.,  1865,  p.  271.  "Mason  v.  Johnson,  51  CaL  612. 

•  State  V.  Kruttschnitt,  4  Nev.  178. 
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such  action  need  not  aver  in  his  complaint  the  precise  amount 
of  money  which  was  illegally  exacted,  but  may  recover  a  less 
amount  than  that  stated  in  his  complaint.^  If  a  public  officer 
has  notice  of  the  facts  which  render  a  demand  illegal,  and 
exacts  the  payment  thereof  by  coercion,  a  protest  is  not  neces- 
sary to  enable  the  party  so  paying  to  recover  it  back;  but  if  the 
officer  has  no  notice  of  such  illegality,  a  protest  is  necessary.' 
The  protest  must  state  the  grounds  upon  which  the  protestor 
claims  the  demand  is  illegal.' 

§  3039.  Railroad  Companies.-'Lands  granted  to  a  railroad 
company  by  congress,  to  aid  in  its  construction,  are  not  subject  to 
state  taxation  until  the  company  has  complied  with  the  condition 
upon  which  they  were  granted,  and  is  entitled  to  a  patent  therefor.* 

§  3040.  Real  Estate.—- An  assessment  of  land  to  A.  B.  and 
all  claimants  ''known  and  unknown,"  is  valid  and  effectual 
against  the  property,  even  if  A.  B.  was  neither  the  owner  of  nor 
in  possession  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  assessment.' 
Where  land  is  unoccupied  and  the  owner  is  unknown,  it  must 
be  assessed  to  ''unknown  owners.'"  The  listing  and  valuation 
of  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  taxation  is  an  essential  pre- 
requisite to  the  validity  of  all  subsequent  proceedings.^  Lands 
owned  by  several  persons  as  tenants  in  common,  may  be  assessed 
to  them  jointly.'  If  in  assessing  a  city  lot  owned  and  occupied 
by  the  owner  as  a  single  lot,  he  assesses  one  part  to  the  owner, 
and  another  part  to  unknown  owners,  the  assessment  to  unknown 
owners  is  illegal.'  An  assessment  to  M.  and  D.,  and  to  all 
owners  and  claimants  known  and  unknown,  and  to  all  owners 
and  claimants  of  any  interest,  present  or  future,  therein,  or  any 
lien  upon  the  same,  is  good  under  the  act  of  1854,  as  amended 
by  the  acts  of  1857  and  1859." 

§  3041.  Redemption. — If  sufficient  money  is  paid  to  the 
county  treasurer  to  redeem  land  sold  for  taxes,  and  the  payment 
is  made  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  redemption,  and  a  receipt 
is  taken,  the  redemption  is  effected,  even  if  the  receipt  is  not 
filed  with  the  recorder,  and  recorded." 


1  Meek  v.  McClare,  49  Cal.  623. 

»Id. 

•Id. 

*  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Howard,  51  CaL 
230.  As  to  when  the  company  is  en- 
titled to  a  patent,  see  Id. 

*  O'Grady  v.  Bamhisel,  23  Cal.  287. 

*  Moss  V.  Shear,  25  Cal.  38. 

^  Ferris  v.  Coover,  10  Cal.  689. 
8  People  V.  McEwen,  23  Cal.  64. 

*  Bidleman  v.  Brooks,  28  Cal.  72. 


"ORrunn  v.  Murphy,  29  CaL  326. 
Bat  see  contra^  as  to  the  validity  of 
sach  an  assessment  under  the  present 
California  revenue  laws,  Grimm  v. 
O'Connel,  64  Cal.  522;  Daley  v.  Ah 
Goon,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  584.  For 
statutes  relative  to  the  assessment  of 
land,  see  CaL  Pol.  Code,  sec.  3027  et 


298. 


Cooper  v.   Shepardson,  51  CaL 
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§  3042.  Remedy  at  La-w  and  Hquity. — If  a  tax  upon  the 
franchise  has  been  illegally  imposed ,  or  if  upon  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings a  valid  legal  objection  appears,  the  plain ti^ has  a  perfect 
remedy  at  law,  and  a  court  of  equity  has  no  right  to  interpose.' 

§  3043.  Remissloxi  of  Taxes.—  The  legislature  can  not 
authorize  the  board  of  supervisors  of  a  county  to  remit  a  tax,  or 
part  of  a  tax,  "within  a  specified  district;  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
provision  which  requires  all  property  to  be  taxed.' 

§  3044.  Return  of  List. — ^Returning  a  list  of  trust  property 
to  the  assessor  of  a  town  in  which  it  is  not  legally  taxable  does 
not  authorize  its  taxation  therein.' 

§  3045.  Right  to  Mine. — ^Where  the  assessor  in  making  his 
assessment  uses  this  language:  **  One  mine  of  four  thousand 
four  hundred  feet,  situated  on  Last  Chance  Hill,"  it  does  not 
convey  the  idea  that  he  was  assessing  or  attempting  to  assess 
the  fee  of  the  land  in  which  the  mine  was  situated,  but  the  pos- 
sessory claim  of  the  miner  and  right  to  mine  on  a  certain  lode 
or  vein  of  ore.  The  meaning  of  this  language  is  determined  by 
common  usage  in  this  country.^ 

§  3046.  Rolling  Stock  of  a  Railroad  Company.—  The 
rolling  stock  of  a  railroad  company  running  its  trains  over  a 
section  of  road  under  an  easement  or  license,  without  a  vested 
interest  in  such  road,  is  not  liable  to  be  taxed  in  the  county 
-where  such  section  of  road  is  situated,  under  a  law  which  pro- 
vides that  the  rolling  stock  of  a  railroad  company  shall  bo  taxed 
in  the  several  counties,  etc.,  pro  rata,  in  proportion  as  the  length 
of  the  main  track  in  each  county,  etc.,  bears  to  the  whole  length 
of  the  road.^ 

§  3047.  Sale  of  Land  for  a  Tax.— If  a  sale  of  land  for  a 
delinquent  tax  is  made  for  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  tax  and  legal 
costs,  the  sale  is  void  unless  the  excess  is  less  than  the  smallest 
fractional  coin  authorized  by  law.* 

§  3048.  Spanish  Grant. — A  grant  of  three  square  leagues 
of  land  made  by  the  Mexican  government,  to  be  selected  within 
a  large  tract,  is  real  estate  liable  to  taxation,  although  not  yet 
surveyed.' 

§  3049.  Situs  of  Personal  Property  for  Taxation.— To 
authorize  the  taxing  of  personal  property  in  any  other  county 

1  De  Witt  V.Hays,  2  Cal.  463;  Rob-  *  State  v.  Real  del  Monte  Silver 

inson  v.  Gaar,  6  Id.  273.  Mining  Co.,  1  Nev.  623. 

*  Wilson  V.  Supervisors  of   Sutter  *  Cook  County  v.  C.  B.  &  R.  R.  R. 

Co.,  47  Cal.  91.  Co.,  35  111.  460. 

»  Hardy   v.    Yarmouth,  6   Allen,  «Treadwellv.  Patterson,  61  Cal.  637. 

277.  ^  People  v.  Crockett,  33  CaL  150. 
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than  that  in  which  the  owner  resides,  it  must  appear  that  such 
property  is  kept  or  maintained  in  such  county,  and  is  not  there 
casually,  or  yi  transiiu,  or  temporarily,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  commerce  or  business.^  A  steamboat  whose  owner  resides  in 
New  York,  and  by  whom  it  was  sent  to  Ban  Francisco  and  used 
in  navigation  within  the  state,  is  liable  to  assessment  and  taxa- 
tion;' that  it  is  taxed  in  New  York  is  no  ground  that  it  should 
not  be  taxed  here;  the  property  of  all  non-residents  of  the  state 
may  be  taxed;'  and  if  in  the  possession  of  a  trustee  or  ng-ent, 
it  may  properly  be  assessed  to  the  trustee  or  agent  in  pbsses- 
sion.* 

§  3050.  State  Bonds. — Bonds  of  the  state  of  California  are 
personal  property  within  the  meaning  of  the  revenue  act,  and 
are  subject  to  taxation.' 

§  3051.  Stook  of  the  United  States.— Stock  of  the  United 
States  is  not  subject  to  taxation,  and  state  laws  to  that  end  are 
unconstitutional,  whether  they  impose  the  tax  on  the  stock  eo 
nomine,  or  include  it  in  the  aggregate  of  the  taxpayer's  prop- 
erty, to  be  valued  at  what  it  is  worth.'  That  portion  of  the 
capital  which  a  bank  has  invested  in  the  stocks,  bonds,  or  other 
securities  of  the  United  States,  is  not  liable  to  state  tax- 
ation.^ 

§  3052.  Suit  by  Tax  CoUeotor. — A  collector  of  taxes  can 
not  compel  payment  by  suit,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
statute  expressly  confers  the  right." 

§  3053.  Submission  to  Illegal  Taxation.— Mere  submis- 
sion to  illegal  taxation  should  not,  except  in  an  extreme  case, 
be  construed  into  a  recognition,  so  as  to  estop  the  parly  taxed 
from  denying  it." 

§  3054.  Tax  Sale. — Property  sold  for  taxes  must  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  be  liable  for  the  entire  amount  of  tax  for  which 
it  is  sold,  or  the  sale  is  void.^'  A  purchase  of  land,  at  a  sale  of 
the  same  for  taxes,  by  the  agent  of  one  who  was  in  possession 
thereof,  either  by  himself  or  his  tenants,  does  not  pass  or  other- 
wise a£fect  the  title  to  such  land.*^ 

§  3055.    Tax  Sale — Ipjunotion. — A  court  will  not  restrain 

1  People  V.  Niles,  35  Cal.  282.  ^  Packard  v.  Tisdale,  50  Me.  37& 

'  Miutum  V.  Hays,  2  Cal.  590.  "  Langworthy  v.  Dubuque,  13  Iowa, 

» Id.  86, 

*  People  V.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  29  Cal.  »<>  Bucknall  v.  Story,  36  Cal.  67. 

633.  "  Beriial  v.  Lynch,  36  Cal.  135,  cit- 

*Id.  ing  Kelsey  v.    Abbott,   13  Id.   609; 

°Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Kew  York,  AIoss  v.  Shear,  25  Id.  33;  McMinn  v. 

2  Bhick,  620.  Whelan,   27  Id.   318;  Coppinger  y. 

^  Id.  Bice,  33  Id.  408. 
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a  sale  for  taxes,  when  it  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings that  the  sale  would  be  void.* 

§  3056.  Title. — If  a  person  is  in  possession  of  land,  claim- 
ing the  same  as  his  own,  it  is  his  duty  to  pay  the  taxes,  although 
he  has  no  paper  title,  and  is  a  trespasser;  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstances he  can  not  acquire  an  outstanding  title  by  purchas- 
ing at  a  tax  sale.  The  rule  is  the  same  if  the  possession  is  such 
that  it  would  give  the  possessor  title  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions.' The  title  acquired  by  the  later  sale  for  taxes  must  pre- 
vail over  that  acquired  by  a  sale  for  taxes  of  a  prior  year.' 

§  3057.  Tax  Warrant. — A  tax  warrant  may  direct  the  tax 
collector  to  pay  over  the  taxes  when  collected  to  the  selectmen 
instead  of  the  treasurer.* 

§  3058.  Tax,  -where  Payable. — Taxes  are  payable  in  the 
county  where  property  is  first  assessed.  The  payment  of  a 
second  assessment  on  the  same  property,  after  a  removal  to 
another  place,  is  not  a  discharge  of  the  former.^ 

§  3059.  Time — ^Assessment  Ended. — A  complaint  in  an 
action  to  recover  unpaid  taxes  is  sufficient,  if  it  avers  "  that 
certain  sums  are  due  for  certain  taxes  levied  in  the  year  1858 
upon  certain  real  estate  assessed  in  the  year  1858/'  without 
stating  that  these  taxes  were  levied  under  an  assessment  ending 
on  the  first  day  of  March,  1858.'  ^ 

§  3060.  Trying  Legality  of  a  Tax.— A  court  of  equity 
will  entertain  a  bill  against  a  municipal  corporation,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trying  the  legality  of  a  tax  imposed  by  the  corporation.' 

§  3061.  Unauthorized  Alterations  in  Assessment  Roll. 
An  assessor  has  no  power  to  make  an  alteration  in  the  assess- 
ment roll  after  it  has  passed  out  of  his  hands.  The  roll  in  its 
original  state  is  the  proper  assessment  roll,  and  when  it  re- 
mained legible,  as  originally  made,  an  unauthorized  alteration 
does  not  avoid  it,  and  that  it  is  competent  evidence  on  the  alter- 
ation being  accounted  for.® 

§  3062.  United  States  iLand.— Lands  belonging  to  the 
United  States  are  not  liable  to  taxation  by  the  state,  under  the 
revenue  laws  of  California,  or  the  act  of  congress  admitting  the 
state  of  California  into  the  Union.* 

A  Bucknall  v.   Story,   36  Cal.    67;  *  People  v.  Holladay,  25  Cal.  300. 

Dean  v.  Davis,  61  Id.  406;  Houghton  «  People  v.  Todd,  23  Cal.  181. 

V.  Austin,  47  Id.  647.  '  Worth   v.   Fayettevillc,  1  Wins. 

''Barrett  v.  Amerein,  30  Cal.  322;  (N.  C.)  70. 

see  also  Garwood  v.  Hastings,  38  Id.  ^  State  v.  Manhattan  Company,  4 

210.  Nev.  318. 

*  Chandler  v.  Dunn,  50  Cal.  15,  •  People  v.  Morrison,  22  Cal.  73, 

*  Clemens  V.  Lewis,  36  Vt.  073. 
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§  3063.  Validity  of  Tax.— A  tax,  in  order  to  be  valid, 
xuuBt  rest  upon  an  asBessment  made  in  the  mode  prescribed  by 
law,  by  the  duly  elected  assessor.^  And  when  the  owner  is 
known,  the  assessment  must  be  made  against  him.'  AssesBment 
must  be  certain  as  to  person,  property,  and  amount.' 

§  3064.  Validity  of  Tax  of  Personal  Property.— Per- 
sonal property  may  be  assessed  in  bulk,  without  statement  of 
character  of  property.^  Assessment  of  personal  property  of  a 
former  member  of  a  firm,  made  to  the  firm  after  its  dissolution, 
is  void.^  Personal  property  may  be  assessed  to  a  non-resident.' 
Assessing  personal  property  to  wrong  owner  does  not  invalidate 
the  assessment.^  A  mortgage  on  such  can  not  be  assessed,  but 
the  assessment  should  be  made  of  the  debt  which  the  mortgagee 
was  given  to  secure.* 

§  3065.  Value. — An  assessment  of  town  lots,  which  does 
not  give  their  value  either  in  gross  or  in  detail,  is  radically  de- 
fective.'   An  assessment  is  void  when  there  is  no  valuation.^* 

§  3066.  Verification. — The  acts  in  relation  to  the  collection 
of  delinquent  taxes  which  compel  the  defendant  to  verify  bis 
answer,  do  not  change  the  rule  in  the  forty-sixth  section  of  the 
practice  act,*^  that  where  a  complaint  is  not  verified,  a  general 
denial  of  its  allegations  in  the  answer  will  put  in  issue  all  the 
material  allegations." 

§  3067.    For  Non-Payment  of  Uoense. 

Form  No.  673. 
[Statb  and  County.]  [Ck)UKT.] 

The  People  of  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia 

against 
,  Defendant. 

The  people  of  the  state  of  California,  plaintiff  in  this  cause, 

complain  against ,  defendant  herein,  and  for  cause  of 

complaint  show  and  charge,  that  on  the day  of 

18. . ,  at  the  city  of ,  in  the  said  county,  the  said  de- 
fendant did  attempt  to  carry  on,  and  did  then  and  there  cany 
on  the  business  of  [designate  business],  and  the  said  defendant 
was  then  and  there  required  by  the  provisions  of  an  act  entitled 
*'an  act  to  provide  revenue  for  the  support  of  the  government 

1  People  V.  Hastings,  29  Cal.  449.  ^  People  v.  Eastman,  25  CaL  601. 
«  Kelsey  v.  Abbott,  13  Cal.  609.  •  Hurlbutt  v.  Butenop.  27  Cal.  60. 
»Id.                                                           '« People  V.  S.  F.  Sav.  Union.  31 
*■  People  V.  Sneath,  28  Cal.  612.  Cal.  132;  cited  in  Garwood  v.  Hast- 
ed, ings,  38  Id.  210. 
•People  V.  Home  Insarance  Co.,       *'Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  437. 
29  Cal.  533.                                               "  Eowley  v.  Howard,  23  OaL  401. 
Ud. 
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of  this  state,"  approved  on  the day  of ,  18. . , 

to  take  out  a  license  thereto,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act.  And 
the  said  defendafit  then  and  there  so  attempted  to  carry  on  and 
80  carried  on  said  business  without  such  license  and  without 
any  license  thereto.  And  the  said  defendant  did  then  and 
there  unlawfully  fail,  neglect,  and  refuse  to  take  out  the  license 
in  such  case  by  said  act  provided,  and  still  neglects  and  refuses 

so  to  do.     And  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  sum  of 

dollars  then  and  there  became  and  was  due  from  the  said  de- 
fendant, and  payable  by  him  to  the  collector  of  taxes  of  the 
said  county  [or  license  collector,  as  the  case  may  be],  and  the 
said  defendant,  although  often  requested  to  do  so,  has  not  paid 
the  said  sum  of  money  or  any  part  thereof;  but  has  hitherto 
wholly  neglected  and  refused,  and  still  refuses  to  pay  the  same. 
Wherefore  said  plaintiff  asks  judgment  against  said  defend- 
ant,  for  said   sum  of dollars,   together  with 

dollars  damages,  as  by  said  act  provided,  and  the  costs  of  this 

Buit.^  

District  Attorney. 

^  A  license  fee  or  charge  for  the  of  the  constitutionf  and  in  section  838 

transaction  of  any  business  is  a  tax  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 

within  the  meaning  of  the  term  "tax"  cedure:   City  of    Santa   Barbara  v. 

as  employed  in  section  6  of  article  6  Stearns,  51  Cal.  494. 
EsTsx,  Vol.  11—27 
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PLEADINGS  OF  DEFENDANT 


CHAPTER  I. 

DEMURRERS. 


§  3068.  Demurrers  in  General. — ^A  demurrer  is  an  issue 
upon  matter  of  law.  Its  office  is  to  test  the  sufficiency  of  a 
pleading.  It  admits,  for  the  purposes  of  demurrer,  such  facts 
as  are  issuable  and  well  pleaded,'  but  not  immaterial  allega- 
tions, or  averments  of  mere  conclusions  of  law.'  It  is  not  the 
office  of  a  demurrer  to  set  out  facts.  All  the  facts  inyolved  in 
a  demurrer  are  those  alleged  in  the  pleading  demurred  to,  and 
the  demurrer  merely  raises  a  question  of  law  ds  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  those  facts  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  defense.' 
By  the  old  common-law  writers  it  was  claimed  not  to  be  a  plea, 
because  it  neither  alleged  nor  denied  any  fact.*  But  this  is  not 
now  the  rule.^  Tet,  whether,  technically  speaking,  it  is  a  plea 
or  not,  in  many  instances  it  is  the  most  important  paper  in  the 
action,  and  when  properly  interposed  it  may  settle  all  the  issues 
of  the  case,  by  determining,  at  the  threshold  of  the  action,  ques- 
tions which  otherwise  would  only  be  disposed  of  on  the  hear- 
ing of  the  facts.  The  question  whether  the  plaintiff  in  his 
complaint  has  stated  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  is  thus  disposed  of  without  the  introduction  of  testimony, 
or  the  form  of  a  trial. 

^  Branham  v.  Mayor  of  San  Jose,  24  *  Gould's  PI.  35;  2  Ch.  PL  67S;  3 

Cal.  002.  Id.  1246. 

«  Cutler  V.  Wright,  22  N.  Y.  472;  »  OUphant  v.  Whitney,  34  CaL  25; 

Groesbecck  v.   Duuscomb,  41   How.  Fumiss  v.  Ellis,  2  Brock.  Marsh.  14; 

30*7;  Hall  v.  Bartlett,  9 Barb.  297 ;  Kin-  New  Jersey  v.  New  York,  C  Pet.  323. 

nwc  V.  Kinuier,  45  K.  Y.  535;  Buflalo  Most  if  not  all  the  codes  speak  of 

Catholic  Institute  v.   Bitter,  87  Id.  the  demurrer  as  a  pleading:  See  CaL 

250;  Bonnell  v.  Griswold,  08  Id.  294.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  422. 

*  ^rennan  v.  Ford,  46  CaL  12. 
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"Whether  a  complaint  be  demurrable  is  always  an  imi)ortant 
inquiry  to  determine,  which  requires  a  careful  and  analytical  ex- 
amination. The  statutes  of  the  several  states  prescribe  certain 
special  grounds  for  demurrer,  differing  in  some  respects,  but 
the  general  ground,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  can  be  interposed  in  all 
cotirts  of  common-law  jurisdiction.  The  inquiries  to  be  made 
by  defendant  when  served  with  the  complaint,  if  he  wishes  to 
demur  to  it,  are:  1.  "  Has  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant?"  If  the  answer  be  in  the  affirmative,  then, 
2.  "Has  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of  the  action?" 
For  if  the  person  or  proj^erty  named  in  the  complaint  is  be3ond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  for  any  reason  which  appears  upon 
the  face  of  the  complaint,  then  the  action  must  fall.  The  sec- 
ond cause  of  demurrer  under  our  practice  is  as  to  the  capacity 
of  plaintiff  to  sue;  for,  should  it  appear,  from  the  face  of  the 
conoiDlaint,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  capacity  to  sue,  the  action 
likewise  falls.  The  question  of  capacity  to  sue  often  arises 
where  a  married  woman  is  plaintiff,  or  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  or 
when  a  minor  sues,  or  when  a  person  sues  in  a  representative  or 
official  capacity.  But,  third,  the  court  may  have  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  and  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  may 
have  the  legal  capacity  to  sue,  yet  there  may  be  another,  action 
pending  between  the  same  parties  for  the  same  cause;  or,  fourth, 
there  may  be  a  defect  or  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant. The  inquiry  whether  there  be  another  action  pend- 
ing, etc.,  can  rarely  be  raised  by  demurrer,  for,  in  most  in- 
stances, the  facts  disclosing  this  will  not  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  complaint,  and  hence  that  issue  must  be  presented  by  the 
answer.  But  whether  there  is  a  misjoinder  or  defect  of  parties, 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  is  a  question  requiring  a  careful  consid- 
eration. This  may  generally  be  settled  by  the  inquiries:  '*  Has 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit?'* 
**  Will  his  rights  be  adjudicated  upon  in  the  action  ?  "  or,  "Will 
the  rights  of  another  person,  not  a  party  to  the  action,  be  affected 
in  the  disposition  of  the  cause?"  The  interest  or  right  thus  to 
be  affected  must  be  an  actual,  existing  interest,  an  interest 
which  any  judgment  of  the  court  would  nearly  or  remotely 
affect.  A  mere  possible  interest  is  not  in  general  such  as  will 
require  a  party  to  be  joined  in  the  action.  W^hen,  however, 
the  title  to  property  is  sought  to  be  determined  by  the  judg- 
ment or  decree  of  the  court,  then  persons  possessing  very  slight 
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or  remote  interests  should  be  made  parties,  as  in  actions  of 
jmrtition,  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages,  etc. 

The  next  objection,  and  the  fifth  ground  of  demurrer  under 
the  statute,  is,  ''  that  several  causes  of  action  have  been  im- 
properly united,"    For  instance,  an   action  for  damages  for 
personal  injury  can  not  be  united  with  an  action  on  account; 
nor  can  an  action  to  quiet  title,  or  in  ejectment,  or  any  other 
action  affecting  real  property,  be  united  with  a  simple  assump- 
siL     In  general,  under  the  liberal  provisions  of  our  statute, 
different  causes  of  action  may  be  united  when  they  belong  to 
the  same  class  or  species  of  injuries  or  wrongs,  or  when  they 
arise  out  of   the  same  transaction.     But,  admitting  that  the 
action  is  brought  in  the  right  court,  that  the  parties  plaintiff 
have  the  right  to  sue,  and  that  it  is  brought  by  the  proper  par- 
ties, and  that  no  other  action  is  pending  between  these  parties, 
still,  the  sixth  ground  of  demurrer  under  the  statute,  and  the 
one  most  often  interposed,  is,  "  that  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action."    Thus, 
where   the  complaint  shows  upon  its  face,   in  an  action   on 
account,  that  it  accrued  more  than  two  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit;  or,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  a  seisin  and 
ouster  are  alleged  to  have  occurred  more  than  five  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action;  in  each  case  the  complaint 
would  fail  to  state  a  cause  of  action  because  of  the  bar  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.     The  instances  where  a  plaintiff  would 
fail  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  are  so 
numerous  that  examples  seem  unnecessary.     The  following  in- 
quiries, however,  may  be  a  guide  to  the  practitioner  on  the 
subject:  1.  Does  the  complaint  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  suf- 
ered  an  injury  ?  2.  Is  it  an  injury  which  the  law  recognizes  as  a 
wrong,  and  for  which  it  provides  a  remedy  ?  3.  Is  the  defendant 
liable  for  the  alleged  wrong  done^  4.  If  the  defendant  is  liable, 
to  what  extent  is  he  liable,  and  what  will  be  the  legal  remedy 
for  such  injury?    These  questions  will,  in  general,  test  the  va- 
lidity of  the  pleading.     Any  person  may  know  that  an  answer 
must  be  made  to  a  complaint,  but  it  frequently  requires  the  most 
careful  and  critical  thought  to  tell  when  it  may  be  successfully 
demurred  to.    The  answer  puts  in  issue  the  facts,  while  the  de* 
murrer  puts  in  issue  the  law.    The  one  denies  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint;  the  other  admits  but  avoids  them  by  affirming 
that  no  wrong  was  done  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant.   By  wrong 
is  meant  no  wrong  for  which  the  law  affords  a  remedy.    The  sev- 
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enth  and  last  ground  of  demurrer  prescribed  by  our  statute  goes 
more  to  the  manner  than  ibe  matter  of  the  complaint,  namely, 
that  the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  unintelligible,  or  uncertain. 
For  instance,  a  complainant  might  have  a  perfect  cause  of  action, 
and  might  also  state  facts  in  his  pleading  "  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action/'  but  he  may  so  intermingle  them  'with  extrane- 
ous matter  that  the  complaint  would  be  meaningless;  in  other 
words,  *'  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  should  be  so  clear  aud 
pointed  that  defendant  may  know  what  he  is  charged  with,  and 
what  he  must  admit  or  deny."  A  defendant,  under  our  prac- 
tice, is  not  obliged  to  look  through  pages  of  meaningless  sen- 
tences to  find  out  the  idea  of  the  pleader. 

§  3069.  Mode  of  Taking  Olyection.— 5y  the  former  chan- 
cery practice,  the  proper  mode  of  taking  advantage  of  any 
ground  of  defense  apparent  from  the  bill  itself,  either  from  its 
contents  or  from  defect  in  its  frame,  or  in  the  case  made  by  it, 
was  by  demurrer.^  The  difference  in  the  modern  practice  is 
that  objection  can  not  now  be  taken  by  demurrer  to  the  frame 
>or  form  of  the  bill;  the  remedy  is  by  motion  to  make  definite.' 
Objections  by  demurrer  may  be  taken  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  for  answering  the  complaint,  that  is  to 
say:  1.  If  service  of  summons  is  had  in  the  county  where  the 
action  is  brought  within  ten  days  after  service;  2.  If  defend- 
ant is  served  out  of  the  county  in  which  action  is  brought, 
but  in  the  district,  twenty  days;  3.  If  served  anywhere  else 
in  the  state,  forty  days.'  If  service  is  bad  by  publication,  the 
defendant  has  forty  days  to  answer  after  the  period  for  publica- 
tion expires.*  The  demurrer  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk,  and 
a  copy  thereof  served  on  the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney.* 
Where  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  is  put  in  and  overruled,  and 
the  defendant  then  answers,  the  answer  is  a  waiver  of  the  de- 
murrer." The  omission  of  the  defendant  to  join  in  a  demurrer 
to  a  plea  is  a  waiver  of  that  plea.^  If  demurrers  are  suffered 
to  rest  for  three  years,  the  court  may  then  overrule  them  in  its 
discretion,  for  want  of  prosecution." 

»  1  Mitf.  Eq.  PI.  107;  1  Barb.  Ch.  *  Cal.  Code  O.  P.,  see.  455. 

Pr.  105.  «  De  Boom  v.  Priestly,  1  CaL  206; 

'  Howell  V.  Fraser,  1  Code  R.,  N.  Brown  v.  Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.,  18  N. 

S.,  270.  Y.   495;    Barada  v.   Inhabitants    of 

'  See  Cal.    Code  C.   P.,   sec.  407.  Carondelet,    8    Mo.    G44;    Hammer- 

The  requirements  as  to  time  differ  in  smith  v.  Avery,  1  West  Coast  Rep. 

the   several  states.     The  statements  662. 

of  the  text  are  given  mainly  for  pur-  ^  Morsell  v.  Hall,  13  How.  212. 

poses  of  illustration.  ^  Anderson  v.  Fisk,  36  Cal.  625. 

*  See  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  413. 
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A  statement  of  facts  in  a  demurrer  is  not  admissible,  Tbo 
onjy  oflSce  of  a  demurrer  is  to  raise  issues  of  law  upon  the  facts 
stated  in  the  pleading  demurred  to.^  If  it  requires  the  slightest 
statement  of  facts  to  make  the  defect  in  the  complaint  apparent, 
demurrer  will  not  lie.*  The  test  of  a  demurrer  is:  Does  it  re- 
quire any  facts  to  sustain  it?'  If  no  objection  be  taken,  either 
by  demurrer  or  answer,  the  defendant  must  be  deemed  to  bavo 
waived  the  same,  excepting  only  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  and  the  objection  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.*  A  demurrer 
abandoned  after  service  of  an  amended  pleading  is  no  long-er  a 
part  of  the  record,  and  will  be  struck  out  of  the  appeal  book  on 
motion.*  In  a  case  brought  upon  a  writ  of  error,  which  i>re- 
sented  the  appearance  of  a  demurrer  upon  the  record  which  had 
not  been  disposed  of,  where  there  was  a  verdict  upon  a  plea  of 
the  general  issue,  and  a  judgment  rendered  thereon,  the  supreme 
court  presumed  that  the  demurrer  had  been  either  withdrawn 
or  overruled.^  Notwithstanding  a  defendant  in  chancery  demurs, 
and  the  demurrer  is  overruled,  he  may  afterwards  insist  upon 
the  same  thing  by  his  answer.^  And  under  the  civil  law,  the 
party  who  demurred  is  not  prevented  from  contesting  the  facts 
confessed  in  the  demurrer,  and  compelling  the  opposite  party 
to  prove  them.'    This  is  the  modern  practice. 

§  3070.  What  a  Demurrer  Admits. — A  demurrer  admits 
the  matter  of  fact,  since  it  refers  the  law  arising  upon  the  fact 
to  the  judgment  of  the  court;  and  therefore  the  fact  is  taken  to 
be  true  on  such  demurrer,  or  otherwise  the  court  has  no  foun- 
dation on  which  to  make  any  judgment.'  But  only  such  facts 
as  are  issuable  and  well  pleaded  are  admitted."  This  case, 
however,  involved  only  the  former,  the  question  being  whether 
the  demurrer  admitted  a  statement  in  the  complaint  which  was 
a  mere  conclusion  of  law.  It  was  undoubtedly  the  rule  at  com- 
mon law  that  a  demurrer  admitted  only  facts  well  or  formally 
pleaded,  but  by  statute  a  general  demurrer  confesses  all  mat- 
ters pleaded,  though  informally."     But  a  special  demurrer  ad- 

*  Brcnnan  v.  Ford,  40  Cal.  7;  Brooks  *  Brown  v.  Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.,  IS 

V.  Giobonn,  4  Paige  Ch.  ;-J74.  N.  Y.  495. 

*''  D:i\  y  V.  licttij,  *23  How.  Pr.  39G;  ^  Townscnd  v.  Jemison,  7  How.  U. 

Dilhiyc  V.  Wiiy^un,  4:)  Barb.  2G1.  S.  70G. 

•*  JStruvcrv.  Oceaulna.  Co.,  lOIIow.  •  iSoc  Crawford  v.  The   "William 

Pr.  4-22.  reiin,"  3  Wash.  C.  0.  4S4. 

*Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  434.     As  to  **ld. 

waiver  of  (;bjccti()ii  to  the  comi)laiufc  ^  Tomlins*  Law  Diet. 

on  special  grcHinds  l)y  the  oHiiFLioii  to  ^"  Bran  ham   v.    Mayor  etc.  of  San 

demur,  sec  -Ualonc  v.  S  Lillwell,  15  Abb.  Jose,  24  '.  'al.  C02. 

Pr.  421.  ^»  fcioc  Stephen  on  PI.  159,  IGO. 
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mits  only  facts  well  pleaded.^  Irrelevant  facts  are  not  admitted.* 
Where  the  jDleadiug  demurred  to  contains  two  contradictory 
averments,  one  of  which  the  law  adjudges  to  be  a  fiction,  the 
demurrer  only  admits  the  averment  which  the  law  adjudges  to 
be  true.'  It  admits  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  for  the  purposes 
of  a  motion  on  the  bill.*  Where  the  court  intimates  that,  cou- 
ceding  the  facts  to  be  true,  j'et  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover, 
and  the  defendant  admits  the  facts  could  be  proved,  this  is  de- 
ciding the  case  as  on  demurrer,  or  as  on  motion  for  nonsuit.^ 
But  an  admission  of  facts  by  a  demurrer  in  one  cause  is  not 
evidence  of  those  facts  in  another  cause,  although  between  the 
same  parties.*  ^So,  a  demurrer  does  not  admit  the  truth  of  auy 
new  facts  not  appearing  in  the  original  pleading.^  And  it  * 
never  admits  the  law  arising  on  those  facts.^ 

§  3071.  When  a  Demurrer  Lies. — A  demurrer  lies  only 
when  an  entire  pleading,  that  is,  an  entire  cause  of  action,  is 
insufficient,'  as  a  part  of  a  cause  of  action  can  not  be  demurred 
to."  So,  if  any  part  of  a  bill  demurred  to  is  good,  demurrer  to 
the  whole  can  not  be  sustained.'^  If  the  complaint  contains 
one  good  cause  of  action,  a  general  demurrer  to  the  whole  com- 
plaint will  not  lie."  A  demurrer  must  be  directed  to  the  whole 
of  a  pleading,  or  to  a  particular  and  separate  statement  of  a 
cause  of  action  or  defense.  It  can  not  be  directed  to  certain 
lines  thereof."    On  a  general  demurrer  (unless  for  misjoinder 

'  See  Stephen  on  PI.  159,  ICO.  toon  v.  Baker,  24  How.  Pr.  329;  Hay- 

*'HaU  V.  Bartlett,  9  Barb.  297.  den  v.  Anderson,  17  Iowa,  158. 
'Freeman  v.  Frank,  10  Abb.  Pr.       "Kuypers  etc.  v.  Ministers  etc.  of 

370;    see    generally,    Commonwealth  Reformed    Dutch    Church,   G    Paige 

etc.  V.  Commissioners,  37  Penn.  St.  Ch.  570;  Story's   Eq.  PI.,  sec.  443; 

277;  Bennion  v.  Davidson,  1  Horn.  &  Whiting  v.  Heslep,  4  Cal.  327;  Weaver 

Hurl.  48;  Freeman  v.  Frank,  10  Abb.  v.    Conger,    10   Id.    233;    Martin  v. 

Pr.  370;  Cutler  v.  Wright,  22  N.  Y.  Mattison,  8  Abb.  Pr.  3;   At  will   v. 

472;   Great  house   v.    Dunlap,  3   Mc-  Ferrett,  2   Blatchf.  39;  Marshall  v. 

Lean  C.  C.  303;  Commercial  Bank  of  Bouldin,  8  Mo.  244;  Butler  v.  Wood, 

Manchester  v.  Buckiier,  20  How.  U.  10  How.  Pr.  222;  Cooper  v.  Clason,  1 

8.  108;  Van  Dorcn  v.  Tjader,  1  Nev.  Code  R.,  N.  S.,  347;  Souza  v.  iielcher, 

380;  Grifijug  v.  Gibb,  2  Black,  519;  3  Edw.  Ch.  117;  Livingston  v.  Story, 

Foot  V.  Linck,  5  McLean,  CIC.  9  Pet.  632;  Livingston  v.  Livingston, 

*  Bayerque    v.    Cohen,    1    McAU.  4  Johns.    Ch.   294;   Higinbotham  v. 
113.  Burnet,  5  Id.  184;  Parsons  v.  Bowne, 

*Snodgrass  V.  Ricketts,  13  Cal.  359.     7  Paige,  354;  Griggs  v.  Thompson,  1 

*  Auld  V.  Hepburn,  1  Cranch  C.  C.     Ga.  Dec.  140;  Hollsclaw  v.  Johnson, 
122,  166.  2  LI.  146;  Jaques  v.  Morris,  2  E.  D. 

^  Van  Doren  v.  Tjader,  1  Nev.  380.  Smith,  639;  Fancher  v.  Ingraham,  6 

«  United  States  v.  Arnold,  1  GalL  Blackf.  139. 

348;  Hobson  v.  McArthur,  3  McLean,  ^^  Griffiths   v.   Henderson,   49  Cal. 

241;  Griggs  v.  St.  Paul,  9  Minn.  246.  5m. 

»1  VanSantv.  184.  ^»  Locke  v.  Peters,   2  West  Coast 

*o  Lord  v.  Vreeland,  15  Abb.  Pr.  122;  Rep.  725;  Herefort  v.  Cramer,  4  Id. 

Wait  V.  Ferguson,  14  Id.  379;  Mat-  229. 
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of  actions)  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  plaintiff,  if  there  is 
one  good  count  in  the  declaration.' 

A  demurrer  should  be  interposed  only  to  the  counts  badlj 
pleaded;  a  general  demurrer  to  the  whole  will  be  bad.*  So,  in 
covenant,  where  several  breaches  are  assigned,  some  of  which 
are  sufficient  and  others  not,  the  defendant  should  only  demur 
to  such  as  are  bad;  and  if  he  demur  to  the  whole  declaration, 
judgment  must  be  given  against  him.'  So  a  demurrer  to  a 
whole  complaint  is  bad  if  one  of  the  plaintiffs  may  have  judg- 
ment separately.*  Where  a  complaint,  filed  to  compel  a  part- 
nership account,  contained  sufficient  to  call  upon  defendants 
for  an  accounting  as  to  a  particular  branch  of  -their  business, 
but  was  in  other  respects  inartificially  drawn  and  insufficient, 
and  a  demurrer  was  put  in  to  the  whole  complaint,  it  was  held 
that  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled.*  Where  a  demurrer  is 
too  general,  it  will  be  overruled.*  But  in  our  practice  this  is 
not  necessary  where  the  demurrer  is  interposed  on  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.  If  a  demurrer  is  to  the  whole  bill,  and  is  good 
as  to  a  part,  but  bad  as  to  part,  it  should  be  overruled.^  For  a 
demurrer  bad  in  part  is  bad  in  toto^  Where  the  complaint 
counts  upon  two  promises,  the  promise  to  pay  costs  and  dam- 
ages, and  the  promise  to  pay  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises,  and  the  objections  taken  by  demurrer  to 
the  whole  complaint  were:  1.  That  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action;  2.  That 
the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  unintelligible,  and  uncertain,  and 
under  the  first  cause  a  multitude  of  supposed  defects  were 
specified,  and  under  the  last  none  were  specified,  the  demurrer 
was  properly  overruled." 

§  3072.  When  Demurrer  "will  not  Lie.— The  mistake  of 
the  pleader  in  setting  forth  the  facts  constituting  a  single  cause 

M  Bos.  &  Pul.,  N.  R.,  43;   Stod-  'Dougkssv.  Satterlee,llJohnB.ir>. 

danl  V.  TreadwcU,  20  Cal.  'J94;  Whit-  »  Gill^Stcbbins,  2  Paine,  417. 

iicy  V.  Crosby,  3  Cai.  89;   Gidiiey  v.  *Pcabody  v.  Wash.  Co.  Mut.  Ins. 

niake,  11  Johns.  54;  Martin  v.  WiU-  Co.,  20  Barb.  339. 

mms,   13  Id.  204;  Monell  v.  Coldcn,  ^  Young  v.  roaraon,  1  Cal.  448. 

WTT;  Muinford  V.  Fitzhugh,  18Id.  *  Young  v.    Pearson,    1   Cal.   44S; 


4:;7;  IVople  v.  Bartow,  0  Cow.  I'.UO;  People  v.  Iklorrill,  20  Id.  301;  Stod- 

Frei  l;:ndv.  McCulloTi;^h,  1  Dcnio,  414;  dard  v.  TreadwcU,  Id.  294. 

Wolfe  V.  Liiystf-r,  1  Hall,  140;  Ward  '  People  v.  Morrill,  20  Cal.  360. 

V.  iS'ickridcr,  3  Cai.  2().*{;    French  v.  ^Ver])lank  v.  Caiucs«,  1  Johus.  Ch. 

Tuu.stall,    llcmpst.    204;    McCuev.  57;  Lc  Fort  v.  Dchifiold,  3  Edw.  Ch. 

Ccrnor.    of   Vv'ash.,    3   (.'ranch  C.  C.  32;  Thonip.^on  v.  Ncwiin,  3  Iixul.  Ch. 

G:A);  Brov/n  v.  Dnihrsno,  2  Cmt.  C.  .'iJIS;    liii  sell    v.    Lanier,    4   llayw. 

C.  97;  Vciuiont  v.  i^ocielv  for  Proj>.  (Tcnn.)   2^0;    Ivimberly  v.    Sella,    3 

of  Compel,  2  Paine  C.  C.  54:.:  Clark  v.  Johns.  Cii.  407. 

Hiinih,  4  Wtat  Coai,t  ICcp.  91.  »Murdock  v.  Brooka,  33  Cal.  Gua 
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• 

of  action  in  two  separate  statements,  some  facts  in  one  and 
some  in  another,  as  constituting  separate  causes  of  action,  does 
not  render  the  pleading  demurrable.*  Nor  will  a  demurrer  lie 
to  a  complaint  for  the  defect  of  not  separately  stating  two  or 
more  causes  of  action;  they  being  such  as  might  be  united  in 
one  complaint  if  properly  stated.'  Where  the  complaint  in  but 
one  count  states  facts  constituting  two  or  more  causes  of  action, 
or  the  relief  claimed  is  beyond  that  authorized  by  the  facts,  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  strike  out,  not  by  demurrer.'  So,  ii 
some  of  the  breaches  in  a  count  demurred  to  are  good,  a  de- 
murrer will  not  lie;^  though  separate  demurrers  might  be 
interposed  to  the  several  causes  of  action  contained  in  a  com- 
plaint.* 

If  the  facts  stated  in  a  complaint  constitute  a  valid  and  suffi- 
cient cause  of  action,  though  other  and  unnecessary,  immaterial, 
or  redundant  statements  be  contained  in  it,  a  demurrer  will  not 
lie.*  Such  objections  are  remedied  by  motion.^  In  New  York, 
a  demurrer  will  not  lie  for  irrelevancy  or  redundancy.*  It  will 
not  lie  for  argumentativeness.'  A  mere  clerical  error  in  a  com- 
plaint, e,  g,,  the  omission  in  a  complaint  against  two  defendants 
of  the  letter  '^s"  in  the  word  ''defendants,"  will  not  sustain  a 

*  Hillman  v.  Hillman,  14  How.  Pr.  Chesbrough  v.  N.  Y.  and  Erie  R.  R. 

456;  see  Lackey  v.  Vanderbilt,  10  Id.  Co.,  13  How.  P.  557;  Graham  v.  Cam- 

155.  man,  Id.  300;  People  ex  rel.  Craue  v. 

2  Moore  v.  Smith,  10  How.  Pr.  361 ;  Ryder,  2  Kern.  433.    What  a  dcmur- 

Harscn  v.  Bayaud,  5  Duer,  650;  (/ood-  rei*  to  a  bill  in  equity  is,  and  why  it 

ing  V.  McAlister,  9   How.  Pr.    123;  can  not  be  sustained  where  the  facts, 

\V  elles  v.Welwtcr,  Id.  251;  Robinson  as  stated  on  the  face  of  the  l)ill,  cnti- 

V.  Judd,  Id.  378;  Pcckham  v.  Smith,  tie  plaintiffs  to  relief,  see  Carroll  v. 

Id.  430;   Benedict  v.  Seymour,  0  Id.  Carroll,  1 1  Barb.  293;  Otis  v.  Spencer, 

21KS;    Waller  v.  Kaskan,   12  Id.   28;  8  How.  Pr.  177;   Union  M.  I.  Co.  v. 

Cheney  v.Fiak,  22  Id.  230;  To\^Tiship  Osgood,   1    Duer,   707;   Id.   243;   see 

of  Hartford  v.  Bennett,   10  Ohio  St.  Griffing  v.  Gibb,  2  Black,  519;  Grain 

441;  Dorman  v.  Kellam,  4  Abb.  Pr.  v.  Aldrich,  38  Cal.  514;  White  v.  Ly- 

202;     Badger  v.  Benedict,    Id.    170;  ons,  42  Id.  279. 

Bernero   v.   Insurance* Co.,   3  West  ** Consult    Village    of    Warren    v. 

Coast  Rep.  292.          -  Phelps,    30   Barb.    640;    Watson  v. 

^  Fickett  V.  Brice,  22  How«  Pr.  194;  Husson,  1  Duer,  242;  Spies  v.  Access- 
Lord  V.  Vreeland,  13  Abb.  Pr.  195;  ory  Trans.  Co.,  5  Id.  663;  Roeder  v. 
S.  C,  24  How.  Pr.  316.  Ormsby,  13  Abb.  Pr.  334;  Seeley  v. 

*Hayden  v.  Sample,   10  Mo.  215;  Kngell,  3Kem.  542;  Smithv.Greenin, 

State  V.  Campbell,  Id.  724;  Glover  v.  2  Sandf.  702;  Richards  v.  Edick,  17 

Tuck,  24  Wend.  153;  Martin  v. Will-  Barb.  261;  Hammond  v.  Hudson  Riv. 

iians,  17  Johns.  330;  People  v.  Rus-  Iron  and  Machine  Co.,  20  Id.  386; 

sell,  4  Id.  570.  Lee  B'k  v.  Kitching,  11  Abb.  Pr.  435; 

'•Ogdensburg  Bank  v.  Paige,  2  Code  see  Anon.,  Id.  231. 

R.  75.  •  Brown  v.  Richardson,  20  N.  Y. 

^Loomis  V.    Youle,    1  Minn.    177;  474;  Zabriskie  v.  Smith,  3  Kern.  330; 

Bishop  V.  Edmiston,  16  Abb.  Pr.  406;  Prindle  v.  Caruthers,  15  N.  Y.  431; 

School  Dist.  V.  Pratt,  17  Iowa,  16.  Jndah  v,  Vincennes  University,   23 

'  Byington  v.  Robertson,  17  I(>wa,  lud.  273. 
602;  Morse  v.  Oilman,  16  Wis.  504; 
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demurrer.'  Or  if  the  Christian  name  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
does  not  appeal*,  it  is  no  ground  of  demurrer.'  If  the  eomplaiut 
shows  damage,  it  is  not  a  ground  of  demurrer  that  it  does  not 
show  the  amount  of  damages.  The  amount  of  damages  is  never 
the  subject  of  demurrer.'  A  demurrer  does  not  raise  the  ob- 
jection that  the  complaint  does  not  show  a  cause  of  action  for 
BO  large  a  sum  as  that  demanded.  Though  it  seems  the  demur- 
rer in  such  case  is  not  frivolous.^  In  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  a  contract,  the  want  of  any  averment  of  special  damage  can 
not  be  reached  by  a  demurrer.  Such  averment  is  only  neces- 
sary where  the  right  of  action  itself  depends  upon  the  special 
injury  received.  For  the  breach  of  contract  an  action  lies, 
though  no  actual  damage  bo  sustained.' 

The  objection  that  a  deed  was  not  signed  and  acknowledged 
by  a  married  woman,  as  required  by  law,  can  not  be  raised  by 
demurrer,  where  the  complaint  alleges  that  she  signed  and  de- 
livered such  deed.*  Nor  that  a  bond  signed  by  two  has  but 
one  seal,  for  the  party  who  has  not  actually  signed  and  sealed 
the  bond  may  specifically  plead  non  est  factum,  under  oath;^ 
although  such  plea  would  not  avail  under  the  California  decis- 
ions. A  demurrer  to  evidence  is  not  a  good  plea  to  a  bill  in 
equity,  on  the  ground  of  its  extending  beyond  the  allegations 
contained  in  the  bill."  So  the  insertion  of  interrogatories  in  a 
complaint,  after  the  mode  of  a  bill  of  discovery,  is  not  a  ground 
for  demurrer.'  It  can  not  be  objected  on  demurrer  to  a  declara- 
tion, alleging  fraudulent  misrepresentations,  that  the  represen- 
tations were  made  as  a  matter  of  opinion.'^  A  demurrer  to  a 
bill  which  contains  allegations  of  fraud  and  strong  circum- 
stances of  equity  must  be  oveiTuled.  In  such  case,  the  defend- 
ant must  answer  to  the  fraud.*^  Nor  is  the  omission  of  pledges 
of  prosecution  in  the  complaint  a  ground  for  demurrer,  they 
being  mere  matters  of  form.^'  The  want  of  affidavit  to  a  plea 
is  not,  in  Missouri,  a  ground  for  demurrer."  The  objection  to 
the  want  of  verification  of  the  complaint,  where  verification  is 
required  by  statute,  must  be  taken  either  before  answer  or  with 

^Chambcrlin  v.   Kaylor,  2  R   D.  ^Blackburn  v.  Stannard,  5  L.  R. 

Smith,  134.  250. 

=*  Nelson  V.  Highland,  13  Cal.  74.  •  Bank  of  British  North  America  v. 

»  Tevcy  v.  Sleight,  1  Wend.  518;  Suydam,  G  How.  Pr.  379. 

Hccker  v.  Dc  Groot,  15  Hom*.  Pr.  314.  ^^  Whitton  v.  Goddard,  36  Vt.  730. 

*  Withcrhead  v.  Allen,  28  Barb.  601.  ^*  Burnley  v.  Town  of  Jefiersonville, 
nicCarty  v.   Beach,   10  Cal.  401;  3  McLean,  330. 

Hewitt  V.  Mason,  24  How.  l*r.  300.       ^^  Baker  v.  Philips,  4  Johns.  100. 
^  Kays  V.  Phelan,  10  Cal.  128.  "  Parker  v.  Simpson,  1  Mo.  539. 

*  Smith  V.  Hart.  1  Mo.  273. 


§  3074.  DEMURRERS.  427 

the  answer.'  It  has  been  held  that  it  should  ba  taken  by  mo- 
tion when  the  respondents  appear.^ 

§  3073.  Objections  to  Prayer  fbr  Relief.— Objections  to 
the  prayer  of  a  complaint  can  not  be  taken  by  demurrer.  If 
the  specific  relief  asked  can  not  be  granted,  such  relief  as  the 
case  stated  in  the  bill  authorizes  may  be  had  under  the  clause 
in  the  prayer  for  general  relief,  and  even  in  the  absence  of 
such  clause  when  an  answer  is  filed.  The  facts  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  not  the  prayer,  settle  the  relief  to  be  granted.*  Nor 
will  demurrer  lie  to  the  demand  for  more  relief  than  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to.*  If  the  complaint  shows  that  the  plaintiff  has  a 
cause  of  action,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  some  relief,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  what  kind,  or  how  much  relief  shall  be  granted  to  him, 
can  not  be  made  on  demurrer.'  But  if  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  sufi&cient  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  any  part 
of  the  relief  demanded,  it  is  demurrable,  though  he  would  from 
the  facts  be  entitled  to  other  relief.®  A  demurrer  to  a  com- 
plaint, on  the  ground  that  it  seeks  a  remedy  at  law,  and  also 
seeks  for  equitable  relief,  is  bad.^  A  demurrer  to  a  bill  in 
equity  alleging  that  the  relief  cfin  be  had  at  law,  ^ill  not  lie 
where  the  bill  charges  fraud,  and  prays  relief  against  a  judg- 
ment at  law,  and  a  sale  under  it.* 

§  3074.  General  Demurrer. —In  Pennsylvania,  it  has  been 
held  that  a  general  demurrer  is  only  for  defects  of  sub- 
stance; a  special  demurrer  for  defects  of  form,  which  must  be 
specially  assigned.'  A  general  demurrer,  assigning  reasons 
why  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover,  must  be  considered  and 
treated  as  a  special  demurrer."  Section  431,  California  code  of 
civil   procedure,  provides  that   the   demurrer  must  distinctly 

» Greenfield  v.  Steamer  Gunnell,  6  Walker,  2  Hilt.  536;  Stuyvesant  v. 

Cal.  07.  Mayor  of  X.  Y.,  11   Paige  CIi.  415; 

« Woodworth V.Edwards, 3 Woodb.  Woodgato  v.  Fleet,  9  Abb.  Pr.  22*2; 

&  M.  120.  Hicker  v.    De  Groot,   15  llow.   Pr. 

^Kollius  V.    Forbes,    10  Cal.    299;  314;    Bishop   v.    Edmiston,   IG  Abb. 

People  V.  Morrill,  20  Id.  336;    cited  Pr.  466;  Price  v.  Brown,  10  Abb.,  N. 

in  Altliof  V.    Conheirn,  38    Id.    234;  C,  67. 

Stewart    v.    Hutchinson,    29    How.  *Poett  v.  Stearns,  28  Cal.  226. 

Pr.  181;  Mackey  V.  Aiier,  8  Hun,  180;  «  Walton  v.  Walton,  32  Barb.   203; 

Walker  v.  Spencer,  13  Jones  &  S.  71;  S.  C,  20  How.  Pr.  347. 

Garner  v.  Harmony  Mills,  0  Abb.  N.  ^  Gates  v.  Kieff,  7  Cal.  125;  I^pllins 

C.   212;    Gamer  v.  Thorn,  56  How.  v.  Forbes,  10  Id.  300. 

Pr.  452.  8  Shelton  v.  Tiffin,  6  How.   U.  S. 

nJoUins   V.   Forbes,    10  Cal.   209;  163. 

Andrews  v.  Shaffer,  12  How.  Pr.  443;  •  Commonwealth  v.  Cross  Cut  II.  R., 

Bealo  V.  Hayes,  5  Saudf.  640;  Emery  53  Penn.  02. 

V.   Pca.se,   20  N.    Y.   62;    Moran   v.  i®  Tyler  v.  Hand,  7  How.  U.  S.  573. 
Anderson,  1  Abb    Pr.   268;  Moses  v. 
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specify  the  grounds  upon  which  any  of  the  objections  to  the 
complaint  are  taken,  and  unless  it  does  so  it  may  be  disre- 
garded; but  this  provision,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  does  not 
in  fact  change  the  force  and  effect  of  a  general  demurrer,  or 
the  mode  of  framing  it,  since  under  section  434,  it  is  provided 
that  a  failure  to  demur  to  the  jurisdiction,  or  ujjon  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitnto  a 
cause  of  action,  does  not  waive  either  objection.  This  must  be 
so,  independently  of  this  provision,  since,  if  the  court  has  not 
jurisdiction,  it  can  not  render  a  valid  judgment,  nor  could  a 
judgment  be  sustained  upon  the  record  if  it  did  not  disclose 
facts  to  sustain  the  judgment.  On  demurrer,  the  court  should 
not  pay  any  attention  to  forms,  if  it  can  find  in  the  complaint 
any  allegations  which,  under  any  view  of  them,  may  give  the 
plaintiff  a  right  to  recover.*  Or  if  the  complaint  contains  the 
elements  of  a  cause  of  action,  however  inartificially  it  maj'  bo 
stated;  and  if,  on  analyzing  the  facts  disclosed,  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  them  can  be  resolved  into  a  cause  of  action,  the 
demurrer  should  be  overruled.*  If  tbe  declaration  does  not  set 
forth  a  proper  case,  and  in  a  correct  form,  the  defendant  may 
avail  himself  of  these  defects  on  demurrer;  but  the  want  of 
proper  averments  in  the  declaration  can  not  be  made  the 
ground  of  a  nonsuit.*  For  defects  in  mere  matters  of  form  iu 
a  pleading,  ^he  adverse  party  should  interpose  a  special  de- 
murrer. A  general  demurrer  will  not  in  general  reach  them.* 
But  these  questions  are  regulated  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
in  the  several  states  and  the  statutes  in  force.  A  general  de- 
murrer to  a  plea  of  fraud  in  obtaining  the  judgment  in  suit  is 
insufficient  where  the  objection  intended  to  be  raised  is  that 
the  plea  does  not  state  the  particulars  of  the  fraud  relied 
upon;  this  being  matter  of  form.^  In  California,  it  is  held 
that  an  averment  in  a  complaint  that  the  defendant  unlaw- 
fully took  personal  property,  is  a  mere  averment  of  law,  and 
an  averment  that  he  fraudulently  took  it  without  statiug  the 
facts  which  constitute  the  fraud,  is  not  a  statement  of  an  issu- 
able fact.^ 

§  3075.     Special  Demurrers. — The  phrase  "  special  demur- 

1  Wilder  v.  McCormick,  2  Blatchf.  *  Childress  v.  Emory,  8  Wheat  042; 

C.  C.  31;  Butterworth  v.  O'Brien,  39  Christinas  v.  Kussell,  5  Wall.  290; 

Barb.  192;  S.  C,  24  How.  Pr.  438.  compare  Lockington  v.  Smith,  Pet.  C. 

*  People  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  28  C.  40G. 

Barb.  240;  S.  C,  8  Abb.  Pr.  7;  Buz-  H-hristmas  v.  Russell,  5  Wall.  290. 

zanl  V.  Kuapp,  12  How.  Pr.  .504.  ^Triscony  v.  Orr,  49  Cal.  612. 

»  Bas  V.  Steel,  Pet.  C.  C.  40G. 
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rer "  doubtless  means  a  demurrer  which  specifies  the  grounds 
upon  which  objections  are  taken. ^  At  common  law  and  in  the 
old  equity  practice  a  special  demurrer  should  point  out  specific- 
ally by  paragraph,  page,  or  folio,  or  other  mode  of  reference, 
the  parts  of  the  bill  to  which  it  is  intended  to  apply.'  It  must 
specify  the  grounds  upon  which  any  of  the  objections  to  the 
complaint  are  taken;'  and  if  it  omit  such  specifications  it  may 
be  disregarded/  This  must  be  done  in  all  cases,  except:  1. 
When  objection  is  raised  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  and 
2.  When  the  ground  is  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.^  A  special  demurrer 
is  distinguished  from  a  general  demurrer  by  pointing  out  spe- 
cially the  causes  for  it.^  A  demurrer  to  one  of  two  counts  may 
be  sustained,  and  judgment  be  entered  on  the  other  against 
defendant.^  But  a  demurrer  for  a  misjoinder  of  counts  must 
be  to  the  whole  declaration,"  and  a  cause  of  demurrer  must  be 
specially  assigned.* 

§  307G.  Causes  or  Grounds  for  Demurrer. — ^There  are  seven 
causes  for  which  a  demurrer  may  be  interposed  under  section  430 
of  the  California  code  of  civil  procedure.  Unless  a  ground  of  de- 
murrer be  included  under  one  or  more  of  such  causes,  it  can  not 
be  sustained."  A  defect  which  will  defeat  the  plaintiff 's  present 
right  to  recover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  is  a  good  ground  of  de- 
murrer. ^^  The  demurrer  is  good  if  it  assigns  the  grounds  of 
objection  substantially  as  they  are  defined  in  the  statute.^'    A 

'  Praia  V.  Hogan,  60  Cal.  127.  Mo,    498;    Jackson    v.   Rnndlet,    1 

'  Robbinson  v.  Thompson,  2  Ves.  &  Woodb.  &  M.  381.     As  to  when  it 

B.  118;   Weatherhead  v.  Blackburn,  lies,  and  its  effect,  see  Whetcroft  v. 

Id.  121;  Devonsher  v.  Neweiiham,  2  Dunlop,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  5;  Vowell  v. 

Sch.  &  Lcf.  WJ;  Story's  Eq.  PI.,  sec.  Lyles,  Id.  428;   McCue  v.   Corpora- 

457;  Atwill  v.  Ferrctt,  2  Blatchf.  39;  tion  of  Wash.,  3  Id.  639;  Maloue  v^ 

Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11   Paige  Ch.  650;  Stillwell,  15  Abb.  Pr.  421;  Nellis  v. 

Kuyi)€r3  V.  Reformed  Dutch  Church,  Do  Forest,  16  Barb.  65;  Chandler  v. 

0  Id.  570.  Byrd,  Hempst.  222;  Cage  v.  Jeffries, 

^  Stat,  of  Or.,  sec.  67;  Harper  v.  Id.  409. 

Clmmbcrlain,  11  Abb.  Pr.  234.  '  Barber  v.  Cazalls,  30  Cal.  92. 

*  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  431;  N.  Y.  «  1  Ch.  PI.   180;  Ferriss  v.  N.  A. 
Code,  sec.  490.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  1  Uill,  71. 

*  Kent  V.  Snyder,  30  Cal.  666;  see  •  Owsley  v.  Montgomery  &  W.  P. 
Anibal  v.  Hunter,  6  How.  Pr.  255;  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  560. 

Durkce  v.  Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Id.  ^'^Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  Cal.  5.55; 

220;   Hinds  v.  Twcddle,  7  Id.  278;  Harper  v.  Chamberlain,  11  Abb.  Pr. 

Haire  v.  Baker,  1  Sold.  357;  Johnson  232. 

V.  Wetmoro,  12  Barb.  433;  Skinner  ^^  Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  Cal.  555. 

V.  Stuart,  13  Abb.  Pr.  457;  Viburt  v.  »»Lagow  v.  Ncilson,  10  Ind.  183;  De 

Froat,  3  Id.   120;  Hobart  v.  Frost,  5  Witt  v.  Swift,  3  How.  Pr.  280;  but 

Duer,  672;  Nash  v.  Smith,* 6  Conn,  see  Cal.  Code  C.   P.,   sec.  431;   and 

421 .  ;EUUssen  v.  Halleck,  6  Cal.  380. 
®  Steamboot   Reveille    ▼.   Case,   9 
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demurrer  will  lie  only  when  one  of  the  several  grounds  of  de- 
murrer is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  complaint/  and  the  de- 
fendant is  con£ned  to  the  objections  specified.' 


CHAPTER  IL 

FORMS   OF  DEMURRERS. 

§  3077.  Demurrer  to  Some  of  Several  Causes  of  Ao- 
tion,  and  to  the  Whole  Ck>mplaint. 

Form  No.  674, 
[Title.] 

I.  The  defendant  demurs  to  the  first  cause  of  action  stated  in 

the  complaint  in  this  cause  upon  the  following  grounds: 

1.  That  said  first  alleged  cause  of  action  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

2.  That  said  first  alleged  cause  of  action  is  amhiguous,  unin- 
telligible, and  uncertain  in  this  [state  particularly  wherein  it  is 
ambiguous,  etc.] 

li.  The  defendant  also  demurs  to  the  third  cause  of  action  in 
said  complaint  contained,  upon  the  ground  that  [state  any 
ground  of  demurrer  applicable  to  the  cause  of  action,  or  as 
many  grounds  as  there  may  be]. 

III.  The  defendant  also  demurs  to  the  whole  complaint  in 
this  ci^se  upon  the  grounds  following: 

1,  That  several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  united 
therein.     [State  wherein  the  joinder  is  improjjer.] 

2.  [State  any  other  ground  of  demurrer  applicable,  to  the 
whole  complaint.] 

'  §  3078.  Grounds  of  Demurrer. — The  defendant  may  demur 
to  the  complaint  within  the  time  required  in  the  summons  to 
answer,  when  it  appears  upon  the  face  thereof,  either: 

1.  That  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  the  subject  of  the  action;  or, 

2.*'That  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue;  or, 

4 

1  Simpson  v.  Loft,  8  How.  Pr.  234;  5  Id.  375;  Davy  v.  Betts,  23  How.  Pr, 

Getty  V.  Hudson  lliver  R.  R.  Co.,  Id.  39G;  Diilaye  v.  Wilson,  43  Barb.  201; 

177;    Wilson  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  G  Bell  v.  Mayor  of  Vicksburg,  23  How. 

•A))b.  Pr.  G;  S.  C,  4  k  D.  Smith,  67.");  U.  S.  443;    Amory  v.  Mciiregor.   12 

S.  C,  15  IIow.  Pr.  500;  Coe  v.  Bock-  Johns.  267;  Powcra  v.  Ames,  D  Min. 

witli, 31  Biirb.  33U;  Mayberry  v.  Kelly,  178. 

1  Kan.  UG;   Union  Mut.  Ina.  Co.  v.  ^  Loom  is    v.  TifTt,    IG    Barb.  541; 

Osgood,  1  l)uer,707;  Aurora  v.  Cobb,  Lopez  v.  Central  Arizona  Min.  Co.,  1 

21  ind.  492;  Kenworthy  v.  Williams,  West  Coast  Rep.  41. 
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3.  That  there  is  another  action  pending  between  the  same 
parties  for  the  same  cause;  or, 

4.  That  there  is  a  defect  or  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff  or 
defendant:  or, 

5.  That  several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  united; 
or,  • 

6.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action;  or, 

7.  That  the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  unintelligible,  or  uncer- 
tain.' 

The  demurrer  must  distinctly  specify  the  grounds  upon  which 
any  of  the  objections  to  the  complaint  are  taken.  Unless  it  do 
Bo,  it  may  be  disregarded.  It  may  be  taken  to  the  whole  com- 
plaint, or  to  any  of  the  causes  of  action  stated  therein,  or  the 
defendant  may  answer  or  demur  at  the  same  time.'  When  any 
of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  do  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
complaint,  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  answer.'  If  no  such 
objection  be  taken,  either  by  demurrer  or  answer,  the  defendant 
must  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  same,  excepting  only  the 
objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  the  objection  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action.*  * 

^  3079.  Several  Causes  of  Action. — If  a  complaint  con- 
taining several  causes  of  action  is  demurred  to,  on  the  ground 
that  the  several  counts  do  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  unless  all 
the  statements  are  insufficient.^  If  there  are  several  causes  of 
action  in  the  complaint,  and  a  demurrer  is  interposed  to  one  or 
more,  but  not  to  each,  the  defendant  should  take  care  to  avoid  a 
default  as  to  the  causes  of  action  not  demurred  to.  .In  such  case 
he  may  stipulate  for  time  to  answer  such  causes  of  action  until 
the  demurrer  is  disposed  of  to  the  other  causes  of  action,  or  he 
luay  answer  them  at  the  same  time  that  he  files  his  demurrer. 
If  there  is  ground  of  demurrer  to  the  whole  complaint,  and  a 
demurrer  is  interposed  thereto,  as  there  may  be,  notwithstand- 
ing there  is  one  good  cause  of  action,  that  would,  of  course, 
save  any  default  being  taken. 

1  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  aeo.  430.  Bntler  v.  Wood,  10  How.  Pr.  222; 

*  Id.,  sec.  431.  Newbery  v.  Garland,  31  Barb.  121; 
3  Id.,  sec.  433.                                        Jaquea  v.  Morris,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  G39; 

*  Id.,  sec.  434.  These  provisions  of  Cooper  v.  Clason,  1  C.  li.,  N.  fcJ.,  347; 
the  California  code  are  found  in  sab-  Towusend  v.  Jemison,  7  How.  U.  S. 
stance  in  all  the  codes.  706;  Clark  v.  Smitli,  4  West  Coast 

*  Martin  v.  Mattison,  8  Abb.  Pr.  3;  Kep.  90. 
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§  3080.    On  the  Gzound  of  Want  of  Jurisdiction. 

Form  No,  675, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  filed  herein,  and  for 
cause  of  demurrer  alleges: 

I.  That  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant [or  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action — state  why]. 

§  3081.   Want  of  Jurisdiction— Demurrer  for.— The  mean- 
ing of  the  clause  ''  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
person"  is  that  the  person  is  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  and  not  that  the  suit  has  not  been  regularly  com- 
menced.    If  the  suit  has  not  been  regularly  commenced,  the 
remedy  of  the  defendant  is  by  motion  against  the  irregularity.* 
Jurisdiction  is  the  power  to  hear  and  determine  the  controversy 
brought  before  the  court.*    Jurisdiction  is  the  power  to  hear 
and  determine,  or  to  hear  without  determining,  or  to  determine 
without  hearing.'    In  the  case  of  Doll  v.  Feller,  16  Cal.  432,  it 
was  held  that  **  a  demurrer  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  only 
lies  where  the  want  of  such  jurisdiction  appears  affirmatively 
upon  the  face  of  the  complaint.     In  a  court  of  limited  and 
special  jurisdiction  the  rule  is  otherwise."*    A  justice's  court  is 
an  inferior  court,  and  its  jurisdiction  must  be  shown  affirmatively 
by  a  party  relying  upon  or  claiming  any  right  under  its  judg- 
ments.^    Where  an  inferior  tribunal,  as  the  board  of  land  com- 
missioners, has  once  acquired  jurisdiction  of  a  matter,  its  subse- 
quent proceedings  can  not  be  collaterally  questioned  for  mere 
error  or  irregularity.*    There  are  two  modes  of  acquiring  juris- 
diction of  the  person:  1.  By  personal  service  of  the  summons, 
and  copy  of  complaint;  and,  2.  By  constructive  service,  or 
by  what  is  commonly  called  publication  of  summons.^    Where 
S.  and  B.  admitted  "due  service"  in  an  action  against  them 
and  others,  the  court  thereby  acquired  jurisdiction  of  them." 
The  court  whose  jurisdiction  is  impeached  has  power  to  deter- 
mine the  question  whether  it  possesses  it  or  not.* 

§  3082.  Several  Causes  of  Action  —  Statement  of 
Grounds. — Where  there  are  several  causes  of  action,  but  of  one 
of  them  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  the  demurrer  must  be  to 
that  one,  and  in  this  form,  and  not  to  the  whole  complaint,  as 

^Nones  V.Hope  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  »  Jolley    v.    Foltz,    34   Cal.    321; 

8  Barb.  541.  Winter  v.  Fitzpatrick,  35  Id.  269. 

'^  C.  V.  R.  K  Co.  V.  Placer  County,  «  Beraal  v.  Lynch,  36  CaL  135. 

43  Cal.  3G5.  ^  Hahn  v.  KeUey,  34  CaL  391. 

^  £x  parte  Bennett,  44  Cal.  85.  ^  Sharp    v.     Bnmninga,    35    CaL 

*  Sea  VV ilson  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  528. 

6  Abb.  Vt,  6;  S.  C,  15  How.  Pr.  500;  »  King  v.  Poole,  36  Barb.  242. 
Kojnig  V.  Kott,  8  Abb.  Pr.  384. 
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for  a  misjoinder  of  actions.*  A  demurrer  ou  the  ground  "  tbat 
the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  either  of  the  person  of  the 
defendants  or  of  the  subject  of  the  action,"  and  **  that  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufiScient  to  coni^titute  a  cause  of 
action,"  is  snflSciently  explicit  under  the  rule  of  construction 
adopted  by  tbe  courts  of  this  state.*  In  New  York  objection 
to  the  jurisdiction  may  be  raised  whenever  the  parties  are  before 
the  court,  either  at  special  term,  or  by  motion  on  the  trial,  or 
by  motion  in  arrest  after  verdict.* 

§  3083.    On  the  Ground  of  Want  of  Capaolty  to  Sue. 

Foj-m  No,  676, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  filed  herein,  and  for 
cause  of  demurrer  alleges: 

That  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue  [state  reason 
why], 

§  3084.  Company — Membership. — The  failure  to  aver 
membership  in  a  company  in  the  body  of  the  complaint  is  a 
ground  for  demurrer.* 

§  3085.  CJounty. — A  county  has  legal  capacity  to  sue.*  The 
statute  provides  that  no  person  shall  sue  a  county,  unless  the 
claim  has  been  first  presented  to  the  board  of  supervisors,  and 
been  by  them  rejected;  this  fact  must  appear  in  the  complaint, 
or  it  is  demurrable.* 

§  3086.  Corporation. — ^The  omission  on  the  part  of  a  cor- 
poration plaintiff  to  show  their  incorporation  can  not  be  reached 
by  a  general  demurrer,  based  upon  the  ground  that  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue  is  made- 
a  ground  for  special  demurrer,  and  must,  therefore,  be  specially 
assigned.^  "Where  a  corporation  sues,  it  must  show  how  it  was^ 
created;  without  this  there  is  a  fatal  omission  of  one  of  the 
material  elements  of  a  good  cause  of  action.^ 

§  3087.  Defect  miust  be  Apparent. — Ground  of  demurrer 
for  want  of  capacity  to  sue  must  appear  from  allegation  as. 
made,  not  from  want  of  allegation." 

>  Cook  V.  Chase,  3  Diier,  643.  *  Tolmie  v.  Dean,  Wash.  Ter.  40i 

» Ellissen    v.    Halleck,  6  Cal.  386;  *  Placer  County   v.   Astin,    8   Cal. 

Willis  V.  Farley,  24  Id.  491 ;  Kent  v.  305. 

Snyder,  30  Id.  666;  and  see  Cal.  Code  «  McCann  v.  Sierra  County,  7  Cal. 

C.  P.,  sec.  434.  123. 

'  Burnham  v.  De  Bevorse,  8  How.  '  Bank  of  Lowville  v.  Edwards,  1 1 

Pr.  100;  see,  also,  Higgins  v.  Rock-  How.  Pr.  216. 

well,  2  Duer,  653;  Blacksmith  v.  Fel-  ®  Johnson  v.  Kemp,  11  How.Pr.  186. 

lows,  3  Seld.  404;  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  •  Phenix  Bank  of  N.  Y.  v.  Donne'd. 

Barb.  186.  41  Barb.  571;  affirmed  40  N.  Y.  410. 
E0IXK,  YoL.  n«-88 
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§  3088.  Foreign  State. — Demurrer  is  allowed  to  a  bill 
brought  by  **the  United  States  of  America,"  ou  the  grouDd 
that  a  foreign  state  is  cot  allowed  to  sue  in  a  court  of  equity, 
without  putting  forward  some  public  officer  on  whom  i^rocebs 
may  be  served,  and  who  can  be  called  upon  to  give  discovery 
on  a  cross-bill.' 

§  8089.  Guardian  of  Infant. — A  complaint  omittiD«r  to 
allege  the  appointment  of  a  gunrdian  for  an  infant  plaintiff  is 
impeachable  under  this  subdivision.' 

§  3090.  Note  Held  in  Trust.— -A  plaintiff  has  no  legal  ca- 
pacity to  sue  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  when  it  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  complaiut  that  plaintiff  holds  the  note  as  col- 
lateral security  for  a  debt,  under  a  trust  to  sell  it,  but  with  no 
power  to  sue.' 

§  3091.  Objection  Waived.— The  objection  that  plaintiff 
has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue  is  waived  if  not  taken  by  demurrer 
or  answer.*  So  held  when  the  objection  was  that  plaintiff  was 
a  married  woman,  suing  without  a  next  friend,  before  the  act  of 
1857.*  So  held  when  the  objection  was  that  plaintiff  was  a 
foreign  executor.*  So  held  in  an  action  brought  by  a  husband 
and  wife  to  recover  possession  of  land,  when  plaintiffs  claimed 
as  owners  in  right  of  the  wife,  and  on  the  trial  the  defendants 
relied  on  an  appointment  by  the  husband  and  wife,  under  an 
antenuptial  agreement  between  them,  of  a  trustee  for  the  prop 
erty  and  effects  of  the  wife.' 

§  3092.  Receiver. — A  demurrer  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  appear  that  plaintiff  had  any  title  to  the  note  sued  on,  is 
insufficient  to  raise  the  question  as  to  his  right  to  sue  as  re- 
ceiver.® Where  a  complaint  by  a  receiver  alleges  that  he  was 
duly  appointed  receiver,  but  does  not  state  facts  from  which  the 
court  can  see  that  he  was  so  appointed,  the  proper  remedy  is 
by  motion  to  make  more  definite  and  certain.* 

§  3093.  Statement  of  Grounds. — ^Where  the  demurrer 
specified  as  the  ground  of  the  demurrer  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  among 
other  things  that  it  did  not  show  plaintiff's  capacity  to  sue,  it 
was  held  a  sufficient  demurrer  to  that  point.^^    The  facts  showing 

>  United  States  of  America  v.  Wag-        *  Palmer  v.  Davis,  28  N.  Y.  242. 
ner,  L.  It.,  3  Eq.  724.  «Robbiii8  v.  Wells,  26  How.  Pr.  15. 

^  Grantman  v.  Thrall,  44  Barb.  173.         '  Van  Amringe  v.  Baniett,  8  Bosw. 

*  Nelson  v.  Eaton,  7  Abb.  Pr.  305;  357. 

reversing  15  How.  Pr.  305.  «  White  v.  Low,  7  Barb,  204. 

*  Palmer  v.  Davis,  28  N.  Y.  242;  «  Cheney  v.  Fisk,  22  How.  Pr.  230. 
Hastings  v.  McKinley,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  ^®  Connecticut  Bank  v.  Smith,  9  Abb. 
273.  Pr.  IGS;  17  How.  Pr.  487. 
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the  capacity  of  tbe  plaintiff  to  sue  are  not  facts  constituting  tbe 
cause  of  action.^ 
§  3094.    On  the  Qzound  of  Another  Action  Pending. 

Form  No.  677. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  defendant  demurs  to  tbe  complaint  filed  in  this  action, 
and  for  ground  of  demurrer  alleges: 

That  it  appears  upon  tbe  face  of  said  complaint  that  there 
is  another  action  pending  between  the  same  parties  for  the  same 
cause. 

§  3095.  Defect  must  be  Apparent. — The  fact  must  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  tbe  complaint,  for  even  if  there  is  another 
action  pending  between  tbe  same  parties,  for  tbe  same  thing, 
and  the  fact  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  tbe 
remedy  is  by  answer,  and  by  demurrer.'  For  a  demurrer  to 
lie  under  this  subdivision,  it  must  appear  that  both  actions 
are  for  the  identical  cause  of  action.'  But  the  pendency  of  an 
action  for  divorce  is  no  cause  of  demurrer  to  another  for  subse- 
quent offenses.* 

§  3096.  Foreclosure. — In  Nevada,  where  the  complaint  in 
foreclosure  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  shows  the 
fact  that  the  claim  had  been  allowed  by  the  administrator,  it  is 
demurrable  under  this  subdivision,  as  if  it  alleged  a  former  suit 
and  judgment  upon  tbe  same  claim. ^ 

§  3097.  Former  Adjudication. — Where  a  bill  disclosed 
that  the  subject-matter  had  been  litigated  between  the  same 
])urties  in  a  prior  suit,  and  that  in  tbe  said  suit  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit  had  set  up  the  same  equity  which  he  claims  by  this 
bill,  the  bill  was  held  bad  on  demurrer,  and  was  ordered  to  be 
dismissed."  Tbe  fact  that  a  vessel,  lost  while  being  towed  out 
to  sea,  is  insured,  does  not  divest  the  owner  of  the  right  of 
action  against  tbe  steam-tug  towing  her  for  her  loss,  and  bis 
recovery  will  bar  another  action  for  the  same  cause,  and,  there- 
fore, tbe  defendant  can  not  raise  the  objection  that  the  action 
is  not  brought  by  the  real  party  in  interest.^ 

§  3098.  Quieting  Title. — In  an  action  to  quiet  plaintiff's 
title  to  land,  alleged  to  be  clouded  by  defendants  giving  out 
that  the  title  is  in  themselves  and  not  in  plaintiff,  an  action  of 

^  Bank  of  Lowville  v.  Edwards,  11        'Paige  v.    Wilson,   8   Bosw.    294; 

How.  Pr.  216;  Viburt  v.  Frost,  3  Abb.  Kelscy  v.  Ward,  IG  Abb.  Pr.  98. 
Pr.  1-20;  Myers  V.  Machado,  0  Id.  198;        ^Cordier  v.  Cordier,  26  How.  Pr. 

Hobart  V.  Frost,  5  Duer,  672.  187. 

a  Burrows  v.  Miller,  5  How.  Pr.  51;        *  Corbett  v.  Rice,  2  Nev.  330. 
Ilornfager  v.   Horufager,  1  Code  li.,         ^Barnett  v.  Kilbouine,  3  Cal.  327. 
N.  S.  412.  '  Vv  Jiito  V.  Mary  Ann,  6  Cal.  462. 
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ejectment  pending,  in  which  the  defendant  does  not  ask  for 
affirmative  relief,  is  not  available  as  a  defense.^ 

§  3099.  Receiver's  Judgment. — A  judgment  in  favor  of  a 
receiver  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  in  the  same  cause  by 
the  party  for  v^hom  he  was  appointed,  and  a  demurrer  lies  on 
this  subdivision.* 

§  3100.  When  Demurrer  Ues. — A  demurrer  lies  under 
this  subdivision  when  there  is  an  action  between  the  same  par- 
ties in  any  proceeding  in  which  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
last  suit  would  be  fully  protected,  whether  strictly  an  action, 
attachment,  citation  before  the  surrogate,  or  a  proceeding  in 
court,  founded  on  a  petition.'  So,  the  pendency  of  another 
action  brought  by  a  defendant  in  partition  would  come  under 
the  rule.'  But  the  general  rule  is  bhat  the  plaintiff  in  the 
latter  action  must  be  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  in  order  to  sus- 
tain this  plea."  Nor  can  it  be  sustained  if  the  other  action  is 
for  relief,  which  could  not  be  granted  in  the  action  in  which 
the  <iemurrer  is  interposed.'  Nor  is  it  sustained  where  the 
other  action  is  in  a  court  of  another  state  or  a  court  of  the 
"United  States.^  This  objection  must  be  raised  under  sulxli- 
^ision  three.  It  can  not  be  raised  under  subdivision  six,  assign- 
ing for  cause  the  want  of  sufficient  facts." 

§  3101.    On  Ground  of  Defect  of  Parties. 

Form  No,  678. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  and  for  cause  of  de- 
murrer alleges: 

I.  That  G.  H.  should  be  made  a  plaintiff  in  this  action  [or 
that  L.  M.  should  be  made  defendant  in  this  action — estate 
why], 

§  3102.  Cause  of  Demurrer. — A  defect  of  parties  plaintiil 
is  a  good  cause  of  demurrer  by  all  the  defendants.*  But  the 
fact  that  the  party  whose  non-joinder  is  alleged  as  ground  of 
demurrer  is  living  must  appear  affirmatively  on  the  face  of  the 
complaint.'^  If  the  fact  does  not  appear  affirmatively,  the  objec- 

1  Ayrea  v.  Bensley,  32  Cal.  620.  "^  Burrows  v.  Miller,  5   How.   Pr. 

'Tinkham  v.  Borst,  24  How.  Pr.  61;  Cook  v.  Litchfield,  6  Sandf.  ,^530. 

246.  »  Aiken  v.  Bruen,  21  Ind.  1.37. 

'Groahan  v.  Lyon,  16  Barb.  461.  'Brownson  v.  Gifford,  8  How.  Pr. 

*  Homfager  v.  Hornfager.  6  How.  392;  Walroth  v.  Handy,  24  Id.  3r>3. 
Pr.  279.  10  Taylor  v.  Richards,  9  Bosw.  679; 

*\Valsworth  v.   Johnson,  41    Cal.  Burgess  v.  Abbott,  6  llill,  135,  141; 

63;  O'Connor  v.   Blake,  29  Id.  312;  atfirniing  S.  C,   1   Id.  476;  State  cf 

Certain  Logs  of  Mahogany;,  2  Sumn.  Indiana  v.  Woram,  0  Id.  33;  ^icoticlJ 

593;  Wadlcigh  v.  Veazie,  3  Id.  165.  v.  Van  Syckle,  23  How.  Pr.  97. 

•  Haiie  v.  Baker,  5  N.  Y.  357. 
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tion  must  be  taken  by  answer.*  It  seems  that  section  122  of  the 
New  York  code  (to  which  section  389,  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  corre- 
fiponds)  is  to  control  in  determining  whether  a  demurrer  for 
defect  of  parties  is  well  taken. ^  This  phrase  does  not  include 
the  joinder  of  an  improper  party.'  Defect  means  too^ew,  not 
too  many.^  It  is  not  within  the  office  of  a  demurrer  to  state 
objections  not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  e.  g., 
to  name  parties  who  should  have  been  joined;  and  no  conclu- 
sion is  to  be  drawn  from  such  statements  adverse  to  the  plaint- 
iff.* Unless  objection  be  taken  by  demurrer,  the  defect  is 
warved.  Thus  where  some  of  the  part  owners  of  a  vessel  sued 
to  recover  freight,  and  the  complaint  showed  that  the  plaintiffs 
owned  three  eighths  of  the  vessel  only,  and  claimed  to  recover 
only  their  proportion  of  the  freight  money  aveiTed  to  be  due,  it 
was  held,  that  although  all  the  owners  should  have  joined  in 
the  action,  yet  the  defendant  had  waived  the  objection  by  omit- 
ting to  demur  to  the  complaint.'  Where  there  is  a  defect  of 
parties,  it  must  appear  that  the  party  demurring  has  an  interest 
in  Laving  such  other  party  made  a  defendant,^  or  that  he  is 
prejudiced  by  the  non-joinder;®  and  where  several  parties  are 
joined  as  plaintiffs,  and  the  issues  tendered  are  simple,  a  de- 
murrer for  multifariousoess  will  not  be  sustained.* 

§  3103.  Non-Joinder  of  Parties.— Under  the  New  York 
code  of  procedure  the  objection  that  necessary  parties  are  not 
joined  can  only  be  taken  by  answer  or  demurrer.^"  And  the 
same  is  true  under  the  California  code  of  civil  procedure;"  for 
example,  the  non-joiuder  of  a  copartner  as  plaintiff  which  is 
not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  can  only  be  taken 
by  answer.  And  if  not  thus  interposed,  it  is  waived."  Demurrer 
for  non-joinder  of  state  in  action  against  town  commissioners 
will  be  sustained."  So  also  for  non-joinder  of  corporation  in 
suit  against  directors  for  embezzlement  of  its  assets.^^ 

*Brainard  v.  Jones,   11  How.   Pr.         ®  Stock  well  v.  Wager,  30  How.  Pr. 

669;  ScoHeld  v.  Van  Syckle,  23  Id.  2/1. 
97.  •  People  v.  Morrill,  26  Cal.  .336. 

nVallace  v.  Eaton,  5  How.  Pr.  99.       >'^New  York    Code  of    Procedure, 

'  Great  West.   Comp.   Co.  v.  Etna  ed.  1877,  sec.  499. 
Ins.  Co.,  40  Wis.  373.  »*Sec.  434;    Kowe  v.  Bacigalluppi, 

♦Bennett  v.  Preston,  17  Ind.  291.  21  Cal.  C33;   Hosley  v.  Black.  28  N. 

6  Cue  V,  Bcckwith,  10  Abb.  Pr.  296.  Y.  438;    20  How.  Pr.  97;    Creed  v. 

^Merritt  v.  Walsh,   32  N.  Y.  GSo;  Hartmann,   29    N.    Y.   591;    Lee   v. 

followed  in  Donnell  v.  Walsh,  33  Id.  Wilkes,  27  How.  Pr.  336;   S.  C,  19 

43;  Learned  v.  Castle,  3  West  Coast  Abb.  Pr.  3r)5. 
Rep.  1,34.  1^  Conklin  v.  R-irton,  43  Barb.  435. 

'  Hillman  v.  Hillman,  14  How.  Pr.        "  Plumtree  v.  Dratt,  41  Barb.  333. 
460;  Newboiild  v.  Warrin,   14  Abb.        **  Gardiner    v.    Pollard,   10   Bosw. 

Pr.  80;   Wooster  v.  Chaniberliu,  28  674. 
Barb.  002. 
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§  3104.    Objeotion,  hovr  and  vrhen  must  be  Taken.— 

AltLough  a  demurrer  to  the  answer  reaches  back  to  the  com- 
plaint, a  defect  of  parties  can  not  be  taken  advantage  of  in 
that  way.  A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  must  be  filed. ^  An 
allegation  in  an  answer  that  the  debt  sued  for,  if  due  at  all,  is 
due  to  plaintiff  and  another  as  partners,  can  not  be  treated  as 
a  demurrer.'  The  objection  to  a  defect  of  parties  in  the  com- 
plaint, if  apparent  upon  its  face,  should  be  taken  advantaf^e  of 
by  demurrer,  or  it  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived  at  the 
trial.'  Thus  in  an  action  for  the  distribution  of  a  fund  by  a 
trustee,  the  absence  of  necessary  parlies  plaintiff,  though  de- 
murrable at  the  time,  is  a  defect  cured  by  failure  to  respond/ 

§  31C5.  Statement  of  Grounds. — ^A  demurrer  under  this 
subdivision  following  the  words  of  the  code,  that  there  is  a  de- 
fect of  parties  defendant,  is  insufficient  for  not  specifying  the 
particular  defect.*  It  must  show  who  are  the  proper  parties 
from  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill;  not  indeed  by  name,  for  that 
might  be  impossible;  but  in  such  a  manner  as  to  point  out  to 
the  plaintiff  the  objection  to  his  bill,  and  to  enable  him  to 
amend  by  making  proper  parties.* 

§  3106.    On  Ground  of  M^joinder  of  Parties. 

Form  No.  679. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint,  and  for  cause  of  de- 
murrer alleges: 

I.  That  I.  K.  is  improperly  made  plaintiff  in  said  action  [or 
that  N.  O.  is  improperly  made  a  defendant  in  said  action — state 
why]. 

§  3107.  Executor,  Misjoinder  of. — The  executor  of  an  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note,  who  as  such  executor  is  sued  to- 
gether with  the  maker,  can  not  demur  to  the  complaint  in  such 
action  for  a  misjoinder  of  defendants,  if  the  complaint  states 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  him  in 
his  representative  character.' 

3108.  Form  of  Demurrer. — A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  on 
the  ground  '*that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 


*  McEwen  v.  Husaey,  23  Ind.  395. 

^Andrews  v.  Mukelumne  Hill  Co., 
7  Gal.  330. 

5*  Dunn  V.  Tozer,  10  Cal.  170;  Bur- 
ronglis  V.  Lott,  19  LI.  125;  Barber  v. 
Keyuolds,  33  Id.  497;  Robiiison  v. 
iSiiiiih,  3  Paige  Ch.  222;  Higgins  v. 
Frt't'iiian,  2  Ducr,  650;  Dillaye  v. 
Parks,  31  Barb.  132;  Wri^^ht  v.  Storrs, 
6  Bosw.  COO;  Palmer  v.  Davis,  'Zb  N. 


Y.  242;  Tremper  t.  Conklin,  44  Barb. 
456;  vSoediiig  v.  Bartlett,  35  Mo.  90. 

*Tlie  General  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Benson,  5  Duer,  168. 

*  Skinner  v.  Stuart,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
442. 

6  Story  Eq.  PI.  501,  sec.  543;  Dias 
V.  Bouchaud,  10  Pai^e  Ch.  445;  Rob- 
inson V.  Smith,  3  I<1.  222. 

'  Churchill  v.  Trapp,  3  Abb.  Pr.  306. 
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to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,"'  and  wbicli  then  specifies  that 
the  complaint  bhows  no  joint  cause  of  action  in  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  it  prays  for  a  judgment  in  favor  of  three  plaintiffs  for 
an  injury  done  to  one,  is  a  good  demurrer  for  misjoinder  of 
parties.' 

§  3109.  Ground  for  Demurrer. — A  misjoinder  of  parties 
plaintiff  is  a  ground  of  demurrer.  It  is  not  a  ground  for  non- 
suiting such  plaintiffs  as  are  entitled  to  recover.'  Thus  the 
misjoinder  of  husband  and  wife  must  be  taken  advantage  of  on 
demuner.^ 

§  3110.  Too  many  Plaintiff. — The  ground  of  demurrer 
allovved  by  the  code,  **  that  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiff 
or  defendant,"  does  not  reach  a  case  where  there  are  too  many 
plaintiffs  or  too  many  defendants,  but  only  cases  where  imities 
are  omitted.  It  is  the  same  as  non-joinder  at  law,  and  the 
omission  of  a  necessary  party  in  equity.*  So  held  in  the  case 
of  a  misjoinder  of  defendants.'  So  held  in  case  of  a  mis- 
joinder of  i^laintiffs.'  By  the  practice  in  California  it  is,  how- 
ever, well  fceitled,  that  the  objection  that  too  many  parties  are 
joined  as  plaintiffs  must  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,  if 
it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  and  if  it  does  not  so 
appear  by  answer,  or  the  same  is  waived.'  Denial  does  not 
raise  issue  of  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs.  Where  two  are  joined 
as  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  land, 
a  denial  in  the  answer  that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  possession  of 
tbe  land  does  not  present  the  issue  of  a  misjoinder  of  either  of 
the  plaintiffs.*  Nor  can  the  question  of  a  misjoinder  of  the 
parties  be  raised  under  a  demurrer,  interposed  upon  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 

*  Mann  v.  Marsh,  .S5  Barb.  68:  S.C.,  State  of  Nicaragua  etc.  Co.,  14  How. 
21  How.  Tr.  37-J;  Walrath  v.  Handy,     Pr.  517. 

24  Id.  3r).3.  ^  Peabody  v.  Washington  Co.  Mut. 

•-* Summers  v.  Farish,  10  Cal.  347.  Ins.   Co.,  20  Barb.  339;  followed  by 

*Ilowe    V.    Bacigalluppi,   21    Cal.  Gregory  v.  Oakbinith,    12  How.   Pr. 

033;    White   v.    Delsclincider,   1    Or.  134;  People  v.  Mayor  of  N.   Y.,  2S 

2r>4;  Learned  v.  Castle,  3  West  Ctmst  Barb.  240;  S.  C,  8  Abb.  Pr.  7.     But 

Ilep.  1  .'4.  the  contrary  to  the  general  proposition 

*Tissot   V.    Throckmorton,  6  Cal.  of  this  rule  was  held  in  Leavitt  v. 

471;  Himderdalo  V.  Gryu;c8,  IG  How.  Fisher,  4  Duer,   1;   and  Walrath  v. 

Pr.   P.)o;  Avogndro  v.   Bull,  4  E.  I).  Handy,  24  How.  Pr.  353,  where  it 

?mith,    3M;    Bartow    v.    Draper,    5  says  that  the  objection  that  a  com- 

Ducr,  130.  plaint  .contains  an  excess  of  parties 

*  I*a liner  v.  Daris,  28  N.  Y.  242;  may  ]»e  tiikrn  by  demurrer  or  answer, 
Kolls  V.  Do  Leycr,  17  Abb.  Pr.  312;  and  when  not  so  taken  is  deemed  to 
S.  C,  41  Barb.  20S;  Id.,  26  How.  bo  waived,  BU]>ported  by  Maun  v. 
Pr.  4(>J^;  Peanv.  EInglish,  IS  B.  Mt.n.  Marsh,  30  Barb.  08. 

132:  Oilman  v.  Kives,  10  Pet.  298.  ^  QiUam  v.  Sigman,  20  Cal.  G37. 

6  X.   Y.  and    N.  II.   R.  R.   Co.  v.        » Id. 
Schuyler,  7  Abb.  Pr.  41;  Manning  v. 
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cause  of  action.^  Where  a  co-defendant  claimed  thai  he  was 
an  unnecessary  party  to  a  suit,  he  should  have  demurred  to  the 
petition,  and  could  not,  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  demand  that 
his  name  be  stricken  out.'  Where  plaintiffs  offer  to  strike  out 
such  parties  demurred  to,  and  defendant  successfully  resists,  it 
was  held  that  such  action  on  the  part  of  defendants  is  a  waiver 
of  misjoinder.' 
§  3111.    On  Ground  of  Mi^oinder  of  Causes  of  Action. 

'Form  No.  680. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint,  and  for  cause  of  de- 
murrer alleges: 

That  several  causes  of  action  have  been  Improperly  united 
[state  how], 

§  3112.  Actions — ^Iiegal  and  Equitable. — At  common  law, 
legal  and  equitable  causes  of  action  could  not  be  joined.  It  is 
otherwise  in  California  and  all  the  Pacific  states  and  territories, 
as  well  as  in  New  York,  Ohio,  Iowa,  and  other  states  which  have 
adopted  codes  of  procedure.^  The  causes  of  action  should  be 
separately  stated.* 

§  3113.  Actions  not  Separately  Stated. — ^It  seems  that 
in  many  of  the  states  a  demurrer  does  not  lie  to  a  complaint 
under  this  subdivision,  for  the  defect  of  not  separately  stating 
two  or  more  causes  of  action,  they  being  such  as  might  be  united 
in  one  complaint  if  properly  stated.  In  New  York  the  remedy 
in  such  case  is  by  motion.* 

§  3114.  Conversion  of  Chattels. — ^Where  the  complaint 
alleged  that  defendant  had  become  possessed  of  a  chattel,  the 
property  of  plaintiff,  and  wrongfully  converted  it  to  his,  defend- 
ant's use,  and  then  demanded  damages  for  such  taking  and  de- 
tention, and  a  restitution  of  the  chattel,  it  was  held  demurrable 
for  improper  joinder  of  causes  of  action.^  The  objection  must 
be  specially  assigned  as  the  cause  of  demurrer." 

^  Tcnnant  V.  Pfister,  51  Cal.  511.  But  that  a  demurrer  may  be  inter- 

'  Sucding  V.  Bartlett,  35  Mo.  90.  posed  for  this  cause  in  California,  see 

'  Summers  v.  Farish,  10  Cal.  347.  feuckingham  v.  Waters,  14  Cal.  146; 

*  See  Cal.  Code  C.  P. ,  sees.  307, 427.  Early  v.  Mannix,  15  Id.  150.    But  see 

*Bolcg  V.  Cohen,  15  Cal.  152;  Na-  contra^  Bcmero  v.  Insurance  Cos.,  3 

toma  Water  and  M.  Co.  v.  Clark  in.  West  Coast  Rep.  292.    And  that  it  for- 

14  Id.  647.  merly  could  in  New  York,  see  Acome 

*^Sce    the    following    authorities:  v.  Amcr.  Min.  Co.,  11  How.  Pr.  27; 

Ba<lger  v.  Benedict,  4  Abb.  Pr.  17G;  Strauss  v.  Parker,  9  Id.  342;  VanXa- 

S.  C,  1  Hilt.  415;  Lattin  v.  McCarty,  17  mce  v.  Peoble,  Id.  198. 

How.  Pr.  239;  Fickett  v.  Brice,  22  Id.  '  Maxwell  v.  Famham,  7  How.  Pr. 

195;  Harsen  v.  Bayaud,  5  Ducr,  C56;  236. 

Chencv  V.  Fisk,  22  How.  Pr.  236;  « Washington  v.  Eames,  6  Allen, 

Suto  V.  Davis,  35  Mo.  40G;  Township  417. 

of  Hartford  v.  Bennett,  10  Ohio,  441. 
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§  3115.  Demurrer,  -when  Lies. — Demurrer  may  also  be 
interposed  when  it  appears  on  tbe  face  of  tbe  complaint,  "  that 
several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  united."  It  is 
one  of  the  leading  and  distinguishing  principles  of  our  statute 
that  litigation  must  not  be  conducted  by  piecemeal,  and  when- 
ever the  differences  between  the  parties  arise  out  of,  1.  The 
same  transaction;  2.  Out  of  many  transactions  of  like  charac- 
ter; Q.  When  but  one  kind  of  relief  is  prayed  for;  so  that  one 
writ  will  afford  the  remedy;  a  demurrer  will  not  be  sustained 
under  this  subdivision.  By  one  kind  of  relief  is  meant  ultimate 
relief.  A  remedy  at  law  and  equitable  relief  may  be  asked  for 
in  tbe  same  complaint.  Thus,  A.  may  sue  B.  for  trespass,  and 
in  tbe  same  complaint  show  that  the  acts  of  trespass  are  irrep- 
arable, and  ask  for  an  iujunction.'  The  writ  of  injunction  is 
not  in  such  a  case  asked  for  as  the  ultimate  writ  in  the  case,  nor 
for  the  reason  that  it  will  afford  the  whole  of  the  remedy,  but 
as  a  protection  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  pending  the 
litig'ation.  So  allegations  of  fraud  in  support  of  the  cause  of 
action,  and  not  as  constituting  a  separate  cause,  do  not  make 
improper  joinder  of  actions.'  If,  in  fact,  the  complaint  contains 
but  a  single  cause  of  action,  although  a  part  of  the  facts  consti- 
tuting it  are  set  forth,  some  in  one  count  as  constituting  one 
cause  of  action,  and  some  in  another  as  constituting  a  sej^arate 
cause  of  action,  the  defendant  can  not  successfully  demur  on 
the  ground  that  the  causes  of  action  are  improperly  united.' 

§  3116.  Fraudulent  Conveyance. — ^The  plaintiff  having  a 
claim  against  A.,  brought  suit  against  him  to  enforce  the  claim, 
and;  in  the  same  action,  sought  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of 
real  estate  from  A.  to  B.,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  executed  in 
fraud  of  the  creditors  of  A.,  and  made  B.  a  party  to  the  suit:  it 
was  held,  there  having  been  no  objection  taken,  either  by  de- 
murrer or  answer,  on  the  ground  of  an  improper  joinder  of  sev- 
eral causes  of  action,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  contest 
the  validity  of  the  conveyance  from  A.  to  B.*  The  demurrer 
must  be  entirely  sustained,  or  fail  to  the  whole  extent  to  which 
it  is  applied.' 

§  3117.    Husband  and  Wife. — There  is  no  misjoinder  of 

» Gates  V.  Kieff,  7  Cal.  124.  «  Hillman  v.  HiUman,  14  How.  Pr. 

>  Campbell  v.  Wright,  21  How.  Pr.  456. 

9;  Meyer  v.  Van  Collern,  7  Abb.  Pr.  *  Macondray  v.  Simmons,  1  Cal.  393. 

222;  8.  C, 28  Barb. 230.    As  to  manner  *  Pcabody  v.   Mut.    Ins.    Co..    20 

of  objection  to  misjointler  of  causes  of  Barb.  342;  People  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y., 

action,  sec  Smith  v.  Orser,  43  Barb.  17  How.  Pr.  57;  Wait  v.  Ferguson, 

1S7;  Malone  v.  Still  well,  15  Abb.  Pr.  14  Abb.   Pr.  379;  Cook  v.  Chase,  3 

421.  Ducr,  043. 
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actions  in  an  action  against  Lusband  and  T^ife  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  executed  by  husband  and  wife  to  secure  a  note  given 
by  tiie  husband  alone,  where  the  prayer  of  the  complaint  was 
for  judgment  against  the  husband,  and  a  decree  against  the 
husband  and  wife  for  a  sal'e  of  the  premises.' 

§  3118.  Ipjuries  to  Person  and  Property. — Injuries  to 
person,  resulting  from  injuries  to  property,  if  joined  with  the 
latter,  is  not  a  uoisjoinder  of  causes  of  action  in  New  york,' 
But  the  practice  differs  in  California,  where  such  would  be  a 
misjoinder  and  would  be  demurrable.  Especially  is  this  the 
case  unless  it  arises  out  of  the  same  transaction.'  Damages  for 
a  personal  tort  can  not  be  united  with  claim  for  equitable  relief/ 
So  a  claim  for  possession  of  real  property  and  damages  for  its 
detention  can  not  be  united  with  a  claim  for  consequential  dam- 
ages.^ So  a  claim  for  damages  for  damages  resulting  from  a 
trespass  quare  dausum  /regit  can  not  be  joined  with  ejectment. 
So  where  several  matters  are  united  against  one  defendant,  per- 
fectly distinct  and  unconnected,  or  where  relief  is  demanded 
against  several  defendants  of  matters  of  a  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent nature.' 

§  3119.  Joint  Demurrer. — If  complaint  state  a  cause  of 
action  against  one,  or  some  of  several  defendants,  a  joint  de- 
murrer can  not  be  sustained.^  But  where  the  complaint  dis- 
closed a  separate  cause  of  action  against  each  defendant,  a  joint 
demurrer  for  misjoinder  was  sustained." 

§  3120.  Objections,  when  and  hovr  must  be  Taken.— 
Objections  to  the  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action  should  be  taken 
by  demurrer  or  answer,  or  they  are  deemed  waived.'  Misjoinder 
of  actions  can  not  be  taken  advantage  of  on  general  demurrer.** 
A  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action  in  a  complaint  can  not  be  takea 
advantage  of,  unless  specially  assigned  by  a  demurrer.*^  Where 
a  plaintiff  brought  eleven  qui  tam  actions  for  penalties  against 
the  same  defendant,  who  demurred  specially  to  each  declara- 
tion, and  the  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer,  a  motion  that  one 

1  Rollins  V.  Forbes,  10  Cal.  299.  «  Hess  v.  Buffalo  and  Niagara  Falls 

aCrogau  v.  Liudemail,  1  Code  R.,  R.  R.,  29  Barb.  391. 
N.  S.,  Iib7.  •  Jacks  V.  Cooko,  G  Cal.  164;  Marius 

^McCarty  v.  Fremont,  23  Cal.  197.  v.  Bickuell,  10  Id.  217;  Cal.  Cotle  C. 

*  Mayo  V.  Madden,  4  Cal.  27i  P.,  sec.  434;  Jones  v.  Hughes,  10  Wis. 

^  Bowles  V.  Sacramento   Turnpike  083;  Barlow  v.  Lcavitt,  12  Cash.  45u: 

Co.,  5  Cal.  224.  Youngs  v.  Sccly,  12  Ht)w.   Pr.  oSw; 

6  Wilson  V.  Castro,  31  Cal.  420.  White  v.  Dclschneidcr,  1  Or.  254. 

T  IVople  V.  Mavorof  N.  Y.,  28 Barb.        "  Ruhlin;r  v.  Hackctt,  1  Nev.  300. 
240;  Kldridgev.  Bell,  12Ilow.Pr.r)49;       "  Haverstick    v.    Tnidel,    61    CaL 

Ihiliips  V.  llagadon.  Id.   17;  Wood-  431. 
bury  V.  yackridcr,  2  Abb.  Pr,  402. 
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demurrer  be  argued,  and  that  proceedings  in  the  other  cases  be 
stayed  to  abide  the  event  of  the  one  argued,  was  deuied.  A 
party  bringing  a  multiplicity  of  suits  must  take  the  responsi- 
bility of  meeting  them  in  the  usual  way.*  If  two  causes  of 
action  have  been  improperly  joined  without  properly  stating 
tbem,  the  objection  must  be  taken  by  demurrer,  or  it  is  consid- 
ered waived."  Where  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action, 
any  defendant  may  demur;  but  where  there  is  a  joinder  of  im- 
proper parties  as  defendants,  the  defendant  or  defendants  im- 
properly joined  can  alone  demur.*  Where  the  parties  joined  as 
plaintiffs  are  all  interested  in  the  principal  question  raised  in  the 
bill,  and  the  issues  tendered  are  simple,  and  a  multiplicity  of 
isuits  may  be  avoided,  a  demurrer  for  multifariousness  will  not 
be  sustained.^ 

§  3121.  Penalties. — The  plaintiflf  can  not  unite  in  his  com- 
plaint two  or  more  causes  of  action  for  penalties  incurred  by  a 
toll  gatherer  for  demanding  and  receiving  too  much  toll,  even 
if  they  are  separately  stated.* 

§  3122.  Reoognizance. — Suit  was  brought  on  a  recogni- 
zance given  before  a  justice  for  the  appearance  of  defendant  S. 
to  answer  a  criminal  charge.  The  complaint,  after  setting  out 
the  cause  of  action  on  the  recognizance,  avers  that  S.,  to  secure 
his  sureties,  executed  a  trust  deed  to  T.  of  certain  warrants  and 
money.  This  deed  provides  that  in  case  the  recognizance  be 
forfeited  and  the  sureties  become  liable  thereon,  the  trustee  is 
to  apply  the  property  to  the  payment,  so  far  as  it  will  go,  of  the 
recognizance.  The  complaint  asks  to  have  this  property  so 
applied.  It  was  held  that  a  demurrer  for  misjoinder  of  causes  of 
action  lies;  that  the  trust  deed  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  lia- 
bility of  the  sureties.' 

§  3123.  SherifT,  Action  against. —  Where  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff,  the  plaintiff's  declaration  contained  one 
count  in  case  against  him  as  sheriff,  for  so  negligently  execut- 
ing the  wiit  as  to  cause  plaintiff  to  lose  his  debt,  and  another 
in* trover  and  conversion,  against  him  individually  for  the  value 
of  the  goods,  such  joinder  is  not  error,  for  they  are  both  actions 
on  the  case,  the  plea  and  judgment  being  the  same  in  each; 
and  the  demurrer  of  the  defendant  to  the  declaration,  on  the 
ground  of  misjoinder,  was  properly  overruled.'     But  where  a 

^  Ferrett  v.  Atwill,  1  Blatchf.  151.  *  Brown  v.  Rice,  51  Cal.  480. 

«  Fuhn  V.  Weber,  38  Cal.  G3G.  «  People  v.  Skidinore,   17  Cal.  200. 

'  Ash  by  V.  Winston,  20  Mo.  210.  ^  Patterson  v.  Anderson,  40  Ponn, 

*  People  V.    Morrill,   20  Cal  300;  St.  3ij9. 
Garner  v.  Wright,  28  How.  Pr.  92. 
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complaint  ag^ainst  a  sheriff  and  bis  official  bondsmen  alleges 
only  a  cause  of  action  against  bim  as  a  trespasser,  and  against 
bis  sureties  as  signers  of  the  bond,  and  not  otherwise,  the  com- 
plaint is  demurrable.^ 

§  3124.  Trespass. — In  an  action  for  trespass,  where  the 
Talue  of  the  property  and  damages  were  claimed,  it  was  held 
that  demurrer  would  not  lie  for  misjoinder  of  actions.' 

§  3125.  On  the  Ground  that  the  Ck>niplaint  does  not 
State  Facts  Sufficient  to  Ck>nstitute  a  Cause  of  Action. 

Form  No.  681, . 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  filed  in  this  action, 
and  for  cause  of  demurrer  alleges: 

That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action. 

§  3126.  Action  Premature. — Where  the  action  was  prema- 
ture, defendant  may  demur  for  insufficient  facts.'  The  court 
will  not  presume,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  that  the  debt  was 
not  due  when  action  was  commenced.^  In  an  action  on  a  bond 
dated  May  10,  1853,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  '*  in 
two  years  from  the  first  day  of  April  last,  with  annual  interest," 
a  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  no  cause  of  action  was  stated, 
was  tried  in  June,  1854.  It  was  held  that  as  interest  was  due 
defore  the  time  of  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgement 
Sv  upon  the  demurrer.     A  demurrer  is   not  the  mode,  under  the 

^  New  York  code,  of  raising  the  objection  that  the  cause  of  action 

had  not  accrued  when  the  action  was  commenced.' 

§  3127.  Attachment. — A  writ  of  entry  contained  a  com- 
mand to  attach  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  for  want 
thereof  to  take  the  body;  qucere,  whether  a  demurrer  is  a  proper 
mode  of  taking  advantage  of  the  error.^  "Where  the  defendant, 
as  sheriff,  collects  money  on  an  attachment  more  than  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  attaching  creditor,  and  after  the  expiration  of  his 
term  of  office  another  attaching  creditor  attaches  the  surplus, 
and  seeks  to  make  the  ex-sheriff  liable  therefor  on  his  official 
bond,  it  was  held  that  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  prop- 
erly sustained,  as  there  was  no  relation  between  the  defendant 
and  plaintiff  to  render  the  defendant  officially  liable.^ 

§  3128.     Bill  of  Exchange. — It  seems  that  in  an  action 

>  Gliirardelli  v.    Bourknd,  32  Cal.  *  Maynard  v.  Talcott,  1 1  Barb.  56U 

585.  *Sniiih  v.  Holmes,  10  N.  Y.  '211. 

*  Tendesen  v.  Marshall,  3  Cal.  440.  «  Clement  v.  Clement,  18  N.  H.  OIL 

8  Harvey  v.   Chiitou,  11  CaL   114;  '  Graham  v.  Emlicott,  7  CoL  144. 
Hicka  V.  Branton,  21  Ark.  180. 
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against  the  drawer  and  acceptor  of  a  bill,  tbe  complaint  can  not. 
be  held  bad  on  a  joint  demurrer  by  both  defendants,  put  upon 
the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  if  it  states  a  cause  of  action  against  either  de- 
fendant.' An  omission  to  aver  delivery  in  suit  on  a  bond  must 
be  taken  advantage  of  on  demurrer.* 

§  3129.  Cloud  on  Title. — The  objection  that  the  complaint 
does  not  present  a  case  for  the  exercise  of  the  court  to  remove  a 
cloud  on  title  may  be  demurred  to,  under  this  cause  of  de- 
murrer.' 

§  3130.  Company — ^Membership. — Suing  a  party  as  mem- 
ber of  a  company,  and  failing  in  the  body  of  the  complaiut  to 
aver  membership,  is  ground  for  demurrer.* 

§  3131.  Date  Illegal. — Where  the  day  of  making  the  con- 
tract is  immaterial,  that  the  day  laid  in  the  declaration  would 
be  illegal,  is  not  a  ground  of  demurrer.* 

§  3132.  Departure. — Thus,  it  is  not  good  ground  for  de- 
murrer that  an  amended  petition  departs  from  the  cause  of 
action  set  out  in  the  original  petition.® 

§  3133.  Defective  Complaint. — Where  a  complaint,  though 
defective,  states  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
the  objection  to  it  should  be  taken  by  special  demurrer;  ^  as 
the  want  of  profert  of  letters  of  administration  in  New  York.* 
So  for  duplicity  in  the  allegations  of  the  complaint.'  A  de- 
murrer for  duplicity  must  point  it  out  specifically."  In  Ala- 
bama, a  demurrer  will  not  lie  for  this  ground."  Nor  will  it  lie 
for  a  variance  between  judgment  and  execution,  in  an  action 
for  an  escape."  In  New  York,  a  demwxrer  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  facts  can  only  be  sustained  ^nere  the  complaint  pre- 
sents defects  so  substantial  in  their  nature,  and  so  fatal  in  their 
character,  as  to  authorize  the  court  to  say  that,  taking  all  the 
facta  to  be  admitted,  they  furnish  no  cause  of  action  whatever." 
For  a  substantial  and  radical  defect  in  tbe  complaint,  the  proper 

» Woodbury  v.  Sackrider,  2  Abb.  "AUUonv.  Wilkin,  1  Wend.  153. 

Pr.  402;  and  rompare  Peabody  v.  The  •  Bradner  v.  Bcmick,  20  Johns.  404; 

Washington  County  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  Winterson  v.  Eighth  Av.  R.  R.  Co.,  2 

20  Barb.  339.  Hilt.  389;  Wolfo  v.  Luyatcr,  1  Ilall, 

*  Garcia  v.  De  Satrustegui,  4  Cal.  146. 

244.  i^Currie   v.  Henry,  2  Johns.  433; 

'  Hotchkiss  v.  Hclting,  36  Barb.  39.  see  also  Gooding  v.  McAlister,  9  How. 

*  Tolmio  V.  Dean,  1  Wash.  T.  61.  Pr.  123. 

*  Amory  v.    McGregor,  12  Johns.  "  Wynne  v.  Whisenant,  37  Ala.  46. 
287  ''  Dakin  v.  Hudson  6  Cow.  221. 

6  Ilord  V.  Chandler,  13  B.  Mon.  403.  "  Richards  v.  Edick,  17  Barb.  200; 

'  Greenfield  v.  Steamer  Gunncll,  6  Graliam  v.  Camman,  5  Duer,  607;  De 

Cal.  67;  Laflcur  v.  Douglass,  1  Wash.  Witt  v.  Swift,  3  How.  Pr.  280. 
T.  215. 


446  PLEADINGS   OF  DEFENDANT.  §  3134. 

ground  for  demurrer  is  that  the  complaint  doea  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.^ 

§  3134.  Defect  of  Parties, — A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  on 
the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  does  not  raise  the  question  of  a  defect  of  par- 
ties defendant.^  But  the  court  below  having  sustained  such  a 
demurrer  in  the  present  case,  pro  forma,  with  a  view  to  a  more 
speedy  decision  by  this  court  of  the  question  involved,  and  the 
question  of  a  defect  of  parties  having  been  discussed  by  counsel 
on  both  sides,  as  though  it  were  raised  bj'  the  demurrer,  the 
order  sustaining  the  demurrer  is  reversed,  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  of  the  respondent  to  object  to  the  want  of  proper  par- 
ties." 

§  3135.  .  Definition  of  Terms. — The  words,  "  the  complaint 
does  not  state  a  sufficient  cause  of  action,"  held  equivalent  to 
the  language  of  the  code.*  But  when  certain  deficiencies  are 
specified,  all  other  grounds  of  objection  are  excluded,*  A 
complaint  for  money  had  and  received,  which  fails  to  allege  a 
demand,  is  bad  on  demurrer.® 

§  3136.  Demurrer,  -when  and  hovr  must  be  Taken.— 
In  the  sixth  subdivision,  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  will  be  sus- 
tained, '*  when  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  lo 
constitute  a  cause  of  action."  It  applies  onl^'  to  such  defects 
as  would  render  the  count  bad  on  general  demurrer  at  law,  or 
bad  for  want  of  equity  in  chancery.  The  complaint,  therefore, 
to  be  overthrown  by  such  a  demurrer,  must  present  defects  so 
substantial  in  their  nature,  and  so  fatal  in  their  character,  as  to 
authorize  the  court  to  say,  taking  all  the  facts  to  be  admitted,  that 
they  furnish  no  cause  of  action  whatever.  Where  the  demurrer 
admits  facts  enough  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  the  com- 
plaint will  be  sustained;  and  if  the  defendant  requires  a  greater 
degree  of  certainty  than  is  found  in  the  complaint,  ho  must  seek 
his  relief  by  a  motion  tbat  the  pleading  be  made  more  certain 
and  definite.'  Where  a  complaint  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action, 
and  the  defendant  at  the  trial  objects,  on  tbat  ground,  to  tbe 
introduction  of  any  evidence,  such  objection  is  equivalent  to  a 
general  demurrer,  and  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  must  be 

>  White  V.  Brown,  14  How.  Pr.  282;  •  Reina  v.  Cross,  6  Cal.  31. 

Hairc  v.  Baker,  5N.  Y.  3o9;  8pear  v.  '  Summera  v.  Farisb,  10  Cal.  317; 

Downing,  12  Abb.  Pr.  437;  S.  C,  34  Alien    v.    Patterson,    3    SoKl.    IT-s 

Barb.  o23.  Ilicliards  v.  Bcavis,  28  Ew^.  L.  k  Ktj. 

'''Tcnnant  V.  Pfeister,  51  Cal.  511.  157;  People  v.   Mayor  of  N.    Y.,   S 

3  Builiop  V.  Milwaukee,  18  Wis. 4:)1.  Abb.  Pr.  7;  Sinclair  v.  Fitch,  3  E.  D. 

*  Do  Witt  V.  Swift,  3  How.  Pr.  280.  Smith,  677;  Thomson  v.  O'SuUivan, 

*Ncllia  V.  De Forest,  10  Barb.  CI.  6  Allen,  303. 


§  3139.  F0R3IS  OF  DEMURREES.  447 

reversed.'  Demurrer  under  this  subdivision  may  be  taken  at 
any  stage  of  the  case.'  Nor  is  the  failure  to  demur  upon  this 
ground  a  waiver  of  the  objection.'  But  under  this  subdivision 
defendant  can  not  bring  objections  to  the  form  of  the  action;^ 
nor  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction;^  nor  that  there  is  an  im- 
proper joinder  of  parties;'  nor  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  legal 
capacity  to  sue;^  nor  that  the  right  to  sue  is  in  a  third  person 
not  a  party  to  the  action;®  nor  that  complaint  does  not  show 
authority  to  sue.'  The  objection  that  money  sued  for,  if  due 
at  all,  is  due  to  plaintiff  and  another  as  partners,  is  not  a  de- 
murrer.**' So,  when  the  bill  alleges  a  parol  trust,  a  general 
demurrer  will  not  lie." 

§  3137.  Divorce. — An  objection  that  a  complaint  in  an  action 
for  divorce,  stating  the  existence  of  common  property,  is  uncer- 
tain and  defective  in  not  stating  the  facts  showing  the  property 
to  be  common,  must  be  raised  by  demurrer,  or  it  will  be  deemed 
waived." 

§  3138.  EfiTect  of  Demurrer. — A  demurrer  on  this  subdi- 
vision puts  in  issue  the  validity  of  the  entire  complaint.^'  And 
if  it  specifies  certain  allegations  deemed  essential,  it  excludes 
all  other  grounds  of  objection  than  those  which  are  particularly 
set  forth."  And  the  statement  that  certain  parts  of  the  com- 
plaint are  immaterial  and  redundant  does  not  vitiate  the  de- 
murrer." But  defendants  can  not  by  demurrer  refuse  to  grant 
a  compensation  which  the  demurrer  admits  the  right  of.^' 

§  3139.  Enforcement  of  Judgment. — ^When  the  bill  shows 
that  the  complainant,  who  seeks  to  enforce  a  judgment  at  law^, 
is  chargeable  with  laches,  the  defendant  may  take  advantage  of 
it  by  demurrer." 

1  Hays  V.  Lewis,  17  Wis.  210.  «  Myers  v.  Machado,  6  Abb.  Pr.  198; 

« Gould    V.  Glass,    19    Brab.    186;  but  see  Palmer  v.  Smctlly,  Id.  20o; 

Iliggings  V.  Freeman,  2   Duer,  6^0;  Do  Witt  v.  Chandler,  11  Id.  4o9. 
Montgomery  Co.  Bank  v.  Albany  City        •  Bank  of  Lowville  v.  Edwards,  11 

Bank,  3  Sold.  404;   Hays  v.  Lewis,  How.  Pr.  216;    Bank  of  Havana  v. 

17  Wis.  210;  People  v.  Booth,  32  N.  Wickman,  7  Abb.  Pr.  134. 
Y.  397.  »"  Andrews  v.  Mok.  Hill  Co.,  7  Cal. 

»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  4.34;  Andrews  330. 
V.  Lynch,  27  Mo.  107;  Ludington  v.       "  Peralta  v.  Castro,  6  Cal.  354. 
Taft,  10  Baib.  447.  "Giramy  v.  Gimmy,  22  Cal.  033. 

*llichard8  v.  Edick,  17  Barb.  260;       "White  v.  Brown,  14  How.  Pr.  282; 

Gi-aham   v.    Cammau,   5  Duer,  697;  Spear  v.  Downing,  12  Abb.  Pr.  442; 

Loomis  V.  Tii;t,  10  Barb.  541.  S.  C,  34  Barb.  523. 

5  Wilson  V.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  6  Abb.  »*Ncllis  v.  De  Forest,  16  Barb.  01. 
Pr.  6;  S.  C,  15  How.  Pr.  500;  S.  C,  '^  Smith  v.  Brown,  6  How.  Pr.  3S3. 
4  E.  I).  Smilli,  700,  note.  "Selkirk  v.  Sacramento  Co.,  3  Cal. 

<^  Eldrid-c  v.  Byll,  12  How.  Pr.  547.  323. 

'  Vibcrfc  V.  Frost,  3  Abb.   Pr.  120;       "Maxwell  v.  Kennedy,  8  How.  U. 

Hobart  V.  Frost,  5  Duer,  071.  S.  210. 


448  PLEADINGS  OF  DEFENDANT.  §  3140. 

§  3140.  Exhibits. — Matters  of  substance,  wbicb  are  neces- 
sary to  be  alleged  in  a  complaint,  can  not  be  left  out,  and  tbe 
defect  supplied  by  reference  to  an  exhibit  attached  to  and  made 
part  of  tbe  complaint.^ 

§  3141.  Guaranty. — A  complaint  alleging  that  the  defend- 
ants sold  to  plaintiffs  a  certain  share  of  fruit  growing  in  an 
orchard,  and  after  the  sale  executed  a  warranty  that  the  share 
of  plaintiffs  should  be  at  their  disposal,  and  further  aMegiug  a 
demand  for  the  same,  and  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  de- 
liver, is  demurrable,  as  it  should  have  contained  an  assignment 
of  tbe  breach  of  the  contract  or  guaranty.' 

§  3142.  Inferential  Statement. — If  a  material  fact  is  only 
stated  inferentially  in  a  complaint,  and  the  pleading  is  not  de- 
murred to  specially  for  this  reason,  it  is  good  after  judgment.* 

§  3143.  liiens. — An  objection  to  a  lien  for  want  of  dates 
may  be  made  on  demurrer  or  on  a  motion  to  strike  off,  but  after 
pleading  to  the  scire  facias,  it  must  be  considered  as  waived.* 

§  3144.  Performanoe. — Where  complaint  states  a  condition 
precedent,  but  fails  to  aver  performance,  defendant  may  demnr.^ 
So  in  case  of  a  promissory  note.^  A  demurrer  for  the  cause  that 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  may  be  disregarded,  if  defendant  choose  to  answer  instead 
of  standing  on  the  demurrer.^ 

§  3145.  Presentation  of  Claim. — Where,  in  an  action  of 
foreclosure,  the  complaint  fails  to  state  the  presentation  to,  and 
rejection  by  the  administrator,  of  the  claim  against  the  estate, 
defendant  may  demur  on  the  ground  of  insufficient  facts.' 

§  3146.  Quo  Warranto. — In  quo  warranto  for  an  alleged 
usurpation  of  the  office  of  pilot  for  tbe  port  of  San  Francisco, 
the  complaint  avers  that  defendants  hold,  use,  exercise,  usurp, 
and  enjoy  the  office  without  a  license,  and  also  certain  allega- 
tions as  to  tbe  right  of  relator  to  the  office,  it  was  held  that 
these  allegations  as  to  tbe  relator's  right  can  not  be  reached  by 

*  City  of  Los  Angeles  v.  Signoret,  Id.  24;  and  the  correctness  of  the  lat- 

60  Cal,  298.  ter  decision  is  doubted  by  the  case  of 

"Dabovich  v.  Emeric,  7  Cal.  209.  Ellis  v.  Polhemus.  27  Id.  331.     The 

'  Hill  V.  Haskin,  51  Cal.  175.  case  of  Ellissen  v.  Halleck,  G  Id.  393» 

*Howellv.  The  City  of  Philadelphia,  is  either  discussed  or  referred  to  in 

38  Pcnn.  471.  the  following  cases:  Falkucr  v.  Fol- 

^  IJappe  V.  Stout,  2  Cal.  400.  som's  ExVs,  G  Id.  412;  Gates  v.  Kicff, 

«Ilogorsv.  Cody,  8  Cal.  324.  7  Id.  124;  Williamson  v.  Blattau,  9 

^  Levey  v.  Fargo,   1  Ncv.  415;  but  Id.  501;  Willis  v.  Farley,  24  Id,  493, 

sec  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  431.  As  to  when  a  presentation  of   the 

"Eili;:}sen   v.  Halleck,  6  Cal.  386;  claimsecui-ed  by  mortgage  is  necessary 

Falkner  v.  Folsoni,  Id.  412;  Hentsch  to  mainfcxln  an  action  of  foreclosni*o 

Y.  Porter.   10  Id.  558.     These  cases  against  the  executor  or  administrator, 

are  overruled  by  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  see  vol.  1,  sec.  438  et  seq. 
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general  demurrer,  the  complaint  being  good  as  against  tbo  de- 
fendants; tbat  tbey  are  not  interested  in  tbe  question  as  to  tbe 
rjgbt  of  relator,  but  only  in  tbe  determination  of  tbeir  own 
rigbt  to  tbe  office.* 

§  3147.  Res  Adjudioata. — Demurrer  will  not  lie  to  a  bill 
on  tbe  ground  of  res  adjudicala,  unless  it  avers  tbat  everytbing 
in  controversy,  as  tbe  foundation  of  tbe  suit,  was  in  controversy 
in  tbe  former  suit.'*  Tbe  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  upon  a  material  matter  put  directly  in  issue  by  tbe 
pleadings  is  res  ad  judicata  as  to  tbat  issue,  and  tbe  parties  are 
estopped  by  tbo  judgment  from  litigating  it  again.'  A  general 
demurrer  does  not  raise  tbe  question  wbetber  a  judgment 
pleaded  as  an  estoppel  does  estop  tbe  defendants.* 

§  3148.  Securities. — Tbe  objection  tbat  securities  sued  on 
are  not  promissory  notes  must  be  made  on  demurrer.^ 

§  3149.  Services  of  Physician. — In  a  suit  by  a  pbysician 
against  a  county  on  a  contract  for  bis  services  for  one  year  as 
examining  pbysician  of  tbe  bospital,  tbe  objection  tbat  be  is 
not  a  graduate  of  a  legally  constituted  medical  institute,  if  good 
at  all,  can  not  be  taken  by  demurrer,  unless  tbe  demurrer  dis- 
tinctly presents  tbe  objection.* 

§  3150.  Speoifio  Relief.— To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  sub- 
ject tbe  assets  of  an  absent  debtor  to  tbe  payment  of  bis  claim, 
be  must  sbow  tbat  be  is  witbout  a  remedy  at  law,  and  if  tbe 
bill  discloses  such  remedy  at  law  it  will  be  dismissed  upon  de- 
murrer.' 

§  3151.  Stamp  on  Note. — A  demuiTer  will  not  lie  to  a 
complaint  on  a  promissory  note  wbicb  fails  to  aver  or  sbow  tbat 
tbe  note  was  duly  stamped.' 

§  3152.  Statement  of  Grounds. — Tbe  demurrer  is  suflB- 
cient  witbout  a  specification  of  tbe  reaoon  wby  tbe  facts  stated 
are  not  sufQcient.'  It  is  sujQicient  under  tbis  subdivision  to 
state  tbat  tbe  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action.^** 

§  3153.  Statute  of  Frauds. — The  statute  of  frauds  may 
be  taken  advantage  of  on  demurrer  to  a  bill  wbicb  on  its  face 

»  Flynn  v.  Abbott,  16  Cal.  3o8.  «  Hallock  v.  Jaudin,  34  Cal.  1C7. 

*  Mos3  V.  Auglo-Egyptiau  Naviga-        •  Kent  v.  Suydcr,  30  Cal.  GOC. 
tionCo.,  L.  11.,  ICh.  108.  "  Haire   v.   Baker,   5    N.    Y.    357; 

'  Jackson  v.  Lodge,  36  Cal.  28.  Paine  v.  Smith,  2  Duer,  298;  John- 

*  Si-auagel  v.  Jleay,  47  Id.  608.  son  v.  Wetuiore,  12  Barb.  433;  White 

*  rowcU  V.  Ko8s,  4  Cal.  107.  v.  Brown,   14  How.  Tr.  282;  to  the 
®  ;M (J Daniel    v.   Yuba    County,    14    contrary:  Purdy  v.  Carpenter,  6  Id. 

Cal.  414.  301,    citing    Van    Santv.    PI.     421; 

'  Lupton  V.  Lupton,  3  Cal.  120.  Hinds  v.  Tweddle,  7  Id.  278. 

£btb£.  Vol.  11—29 
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states  a  case  covered  by  the  statute.^  But  where  the  contract 
declared  upon  is  void  if  uot  in  writing,  the  court  will  assume, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  demurrer,  that  it  is  in  writing,  though 
not  so  alleged.* 

§  3154.  Statute  of  Limitations. — If  it  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  complaint  that  the  demand  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  demurrer  will  be  sustained.  But  the  bar  of  tbe 
statute  must  clearly  appear  on  the  face  of  the  complaint*  If 
the  complaint  fails  to  show  whether  the  contract  was  verbal  or 
in  writing,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  in  writing  for  the  purposes 
of  the  demurrer.^  It  should  be  distinctly  stated  in  the  demur- 
rer.^ It  is  a  personal  privilege  which  must  be  set  up  or  be 
deemed  waived.'  Under  the  California  system  the  rule  is  the 
same  in  law  and  equity;  and  if  it  appear  upon  the  face  of  tbe 
complaint  that  the  action  is  barred,  and  no  facts  are  alleged 
taking  the  demand  from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the  com- 
plaint is  defective,  and  demurrer  lies.^  If  the  demand  be  in 
truth  barred,  but  the  fact  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
complaint,  the  defense  must  be  made  in  answer.  Where  a  bill 
in  equity  states  a  case  to  which  the  act  of  limitations  applies, 
without  bringing  it  within  some  of  the  savings,  the  defendant 
may  take  advantage  of  the  bar  by  demurrer.®  Where  the  stat- 
ute creates  an  absolute  bar  by  mere  lapse  of  time,  without 
exception,  the  defense  may  be  made  by  demurrer,  if  the  neces- 
sary facts  appear  in  the  complaint.*  But  the  demurrer  should 
be  resorted  to  only  where  it  clearly  appears  that  the  plaintiff 's 
case  has  been  fully  stated,  and  that  being  so  stated  no  recoveiy 
can  be  had.*"  By  the  practice  in  New  York,  it  appears  that  the 
defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations  can  only  be  taken  by  an- 
swer." An  allegation  in  a  demurrer  *' that  it  appears  by  tbe 
complaint  that  the  cause  of  action  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,"  is  sufficient  in  form  to  raise  the  question  of  law  as 
to  whether  the  alleged  cause  of  action  is  barred  by  the  statute." 

§  3155.  Statutory  Penalty.— In  an  action  to  recover 
damages  by  the  owner  of   a  licensed  ferry  against   a  party 

*  Randall  V.  Howard,  2  Black,  585.  ^  Smith  v.  Richmond,  19  CaL  476; 
^  Miles  V.  Thorne,  38  Cal.  337.  Maxwell  v.  Kennedy,  8  How.  U.  S. 
»  Smith  V.  Hall,  19  Cal.  85;  Smith    210. 

V.  Richmond,  Id.  470;  Ord  v.  De  La  «  Wiener  v.  Bamet,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 

Guerra,   18  Id.  67;  but  see,  on  this  631. 

i;oint,  Sands  v.  St.  John,  36  Barb.  »  State  v.  Bird,  22  Mo.  470. 

028;  S.  C,  23  How.  Pr.  140.  i^McNair  v.  Lott,  25  Mo.  182. 

*  Miles  V.  Thome,  38  Cal.  335.  "N.  Y.  Code,  ed.  1877,  sec.  41.^; 
5  Bxown  V.  Martin,  25  Cal.  89;  Far-  Sands  v.  St.  John,  36  Barb.  628;  S. 

well  V.  Jackson.  28  Id.  106.  C,  23  How.  Pr.  140. 

«Grattan  v.  Wiggins,  23  Cal.  16.  "  Brennau  v.  Lord,  46  Cal.  7. 


§  3160.  FORMS  OF  DEMURRERS.  451 

alleged  to  have  run  a  ferry  witbin  the  limits  prohibited  by  law 
it  was  held  that  the  coinplaiut  should  have  alleged  that  defend- 
ant ran  his  ferry  for  a  fee  or  reward,  or  the  promise  or  expecta- 
tion of  it,  or  that  he  ran  it  for  other  than  his  own  personal  use, 
or  that  of  his  family;  and  the  omission  of  those  allegations  was 
fatal.' 

§  3156.  UndeitakiDg  on  Attachment. — In  an  action  on 
an  undertaking,  executed  to  release  property  from  attachment, 
the  complaint  should  allege  that  the  property  attached  was 
released  upon  the  delivery  of  the  undertaking.'  A  failure  to 
do  BO  is  fatal,  and  the  defect  may  be  taken  advan|^age  of  by  de- 
murrer, on  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action^' 

§  3157.  Undertakings— Penal  Bonds.— In  an  action  by 
the  postmaster  general  against  a  deputy  postmaster  and  his 
sureties,  on  the  bond  executed  by  them,  the  sureties  pleaded 
that  plaintiff  did  not,  as  he  was  bound  by  law  to  do,  call  upon 
his  deputies  to  settle  his  accounts,  or  cause  suits  to  be  brought 
against  him  for  not  so  doing;  nor  did  he  give  notice  to  the 
sureties  of  the  defaults;  but  fraudulently,  and  in  violation  of 
his  duty  to  the  United  States  and  to  the  sureties,  neglected  to 
bring  such  actions,  and  to  give  notice;  it  was  held  that  the  de- 
murrer having  admitted  the  fraud  stated  in  the  plea,  the  plaint- 
iff could  not  recover.* 

§  3158.  What  It  Admits. — ^Demurrer  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  admits  the  validity  of  the  statute  authorizing  plaintiff 
to  sue.* 

§  3159.  Written  Instrument. — An  objection  to  the  plead- 
ing of  a  written  instrument,  by  stating  its  legal  effect,  instead 
of  setting  forth  its  contents,  can  be  taken  only  by  demurrer.' 

§  3160.  On  the  Ground  of  Ambiguity. 

Form  No,  GS2. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint,  and  for  cause  of  de- 
murrer alleges: 

That  the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  unintelligible,  and  uncer- 
tain. [Point  out  specially  in  what  the  ambiguity  or  uncertainty 
consists] 

>  Elanson  v.  Webb,  3  Cal.  237.  Dunlap,  3  McLean,  303;  McCue  v. 

^  Wiiiiainsou  v.  Blattau,  9  Cal.  500.  Cor]>oratioii  of  Washington,  3  Cranch 

» Id.  C.  C.  639. 

*  Postmaster  General  v.  Ustick,  4  *  Litchfield  v.  McComberj  42  Barb. 

Wash.  C.  C.   347;  United  iStatts  v.  288. 

Sawyer,    1   Gall.   80;   Greathouso   v.  « Kellogg  v.  Baker,  15  Abb.  Pr.  280. 
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§  31G1.  Demurrer  Lies. — This  cauee  of  demurrer  may  be 
interposed  when  the  complaint  is  "  ambiguous,  unintelligible,  or 
uncertain."  Under  this  subdivision  it-is  necessary  for  the  pleader 
to  point  out  wherein  the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  unintelligible, 
or  uncertain,  or  it  will  be  disregarded.'  The  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  a  distinct  ayerment  in  the  complaint  of  the  facts  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  exist,  and  if  the  averments  are  in  tbe 
alternative,  the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  even  if  either  avermeut 
states  a  cause  of  action.'    Mere  inde£niteness  and  uncertaiuty 

• 

are  not  enough  to  sustain  a  demurrer  in  the  state  of  New  York/ 
In  Ohio,  demurrer  will  not  lie  for  indefiniteness  or  uncertainty. 
So  a  demurrer  will  not  lie  for  uncertainty  in  New  York.  The 
omission  to  state  the  time  and  place  of  slander  is  not  a  grounil 
for  demurrer;  the  remedy  is  by  motion.*  So  where  an  executor 
united  notes  payable  to  his  testator.^  But  a  demurrer  will  lie 
for  uncertainty  in  Ctiliforuia.*  A  demuiTer  on  the  ground  of 
ambiguity  should  be  overruled  if  enough  appears  to  render  the 
pleading  demurred  to  easy  of  comprehension  and  free  from  rea- 
sonable doubt.^  The  question  of  ambiguity  is  not  raised  on  a 
demurrer  for  want  of  facts.' 

§  3162.  Syectment. — In  ejectment,  where  the  complaint 
avers  that  "  tbe  plaintiff  on  a  day  named  was,  and  ever  since 
has  been,  and  still  is,  the  owner  in  fee  simple,  seised  and  pos- 
sessed," etc.;  "  that,  on  a  day  thereafter  named,  and  while  the 
plaintiff  was  so  the  owner  in  fee  simple,  seised  and  possessed, 
defendants  entered  and  ousted  him,  and  from  thence  hitherto 
have  and  still  do  withhold  the  same^'^etc.,  the  complaint  may 
be  demurred  to  for  ambiguity.' 

§  31G3.  Official  Bond. — In  an  action  on  an  official  bond,  if 
the  complaint  alleges  the  execution  of  the  bond,  and  a  copy  of 
the  bond  annexed  should  not  contain  the  signature  of  the  prin- 
cipal, defendant  may  demur  for  ambiguity.^'  A  complaint  in 
an  action  on  the  bond  given  by  a  tax  collector  is  not  ambiguous 
and  uncertain  because  it  does  not  aver  that  any  of  the  money 
sued  for  was  collected  on  account  of  foreign  miners'  licenses.'^ 

» Blanc  V.  Klumpke,  29  Cal.   156;  *  Finnerty  v.  Barker,  7  N.  Y.  Leg. 

Yolo  Co.  V.  Sacramento,  36  Id.  193:  Obs.  316. 

Loreuzana  v.  Camarillo,  4.j  Id.  125.  *  Welles  v.  Webster,  9  How.  Pr.  2.')!. 

2  Jamison  v.  King.  50  Cal.  132.   For  «Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  430.  8ub«l.  7. 

a  special  case  of  ambiguity,  see  Tom-  '  iSalmon  v.  Wilson,  41  CaL  595. 

linaon  v.  Monroe,  41  Id.  94.  *Slattcry  v.  Hall,  43  Cal.  191. 

=»Chcsbroui.di  v.  N.  Y.  &  Erie  R,  R.  "Brown  v.  Martin,  25  Cal.  82. 

Co.,  13  How.  Pr.  557;  People  ex  rel.  "  Mendocino  Co.  v.  Morris,  32  CaL 

Crane  v.  Ryder,  12  N.  Y.  4133;  Roeder  145. 

V.  Ormsby,  13  Abb.  Pr.  334.  "  Peoi)le  v.  Love,  25  Cal.  520. 
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§  3164.  Sale  and  Delivery.— A  declaration  setting  forth 
that  plaintiff  had  purchased  a  quantity  of  goods  from  W.  and 
P.,  ''  then  and  there  acting  as  agent  of  the  defendant/'  is  only 
another  form  of  declaring  that  he  had  purchased  from  the  de- 
fendant, and  is  sufficiently  certain  to  prevent  any  misapprehen- 
sion of  its  meaning,  and  is  good  on  demurrer.^ 

§  3165.    Several  Grounds  of  Demurrer. 

Form  No,  683, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  plaintiff's  complaint  on  the  follow- 
ing grounds: 

I.  That  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the 
defendant  [or,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  subject  of  the  action]. 

II.  That  plaintiff  has  not  legal  capacity  to  sue  [state  why]. 

III.  That  there  is  another  action  pending  between  the  same 
jiarties,  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 

lY.  That  there  is  a  defect  [or  misjoinder]  of  parties  plaintiff 
[or  defendant].  [State  in  what  the  defect  or  misjoinder  con- 
sists.] 

y.  That  several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  united 
in  this  [state  how  improperly  united]. 

YI.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action.  [No  reasons  need  be  assigned  under 
this  subdivision.] 

YII.  That  the  complaint  is  ambiguous,  unintelligible,  or  un- 
certain [point  out  specially  in  what  the  ambiguity  or  uncertainty 
consists].' 

^  Cochran  y.  Goodman,  3  Cal.  245.  fact  that  the  statute  gives  several  in- 

'  A  pleading  should  not  be  demurred  stances  wherein  a  demurrer  may  be 
to:  1.  Unless  it  is  clearly  demurrable;  made  affords  no  excuse  for  exhausting 
and,  2.  Except  for  cause  which  clearly  the  list  on  every  complaint  demurred 
api)ear8upon  the  faceof  the  complaint:  to;  although  several  causes  of  de- 
Davy  V.  Betts,  23  Uow.  Pr.  39o;  Dil-  murrer  may  be  assigned. 

laye  v.  Wilson,  43  Barb.  2GI.    The  i 
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CHAPTER  I. 

ANSWERS  IN   GENERAL. 


§  3166.  General  Nature  of. — If  the  defendant  does  not 
demur,  or,  having  demurred,  tbe  plaintiff  has  filed  and  served 
an  unobjectionable  complaint,  bis  only  altera ative  method  of 
defense  is  to  answer  the  complaint  by  matter  of  fact.  In  tbe 
ordinary  sense,  an  answer  means  a  reply.  In  pleading  it  may 
be  a  reply  which  either  admits  or  denies  the  facts  alleged  ia 
the  complaint,  or  it  may  admit,  and  then  avoid  the  effect  of  tbe 
admission  by  making  a  counter-statement.  In  either  case  tbe 
object  of  an  answer  is  to  make  an  issue.  Without  an  issue  no 
trial  can  be  had,  because  there  is  no  question  of  difference  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant — in  other  words,  plaintiff* 
asks  for  nothing  which  defendant  refuses  to  grant  him.  Bur- 
rill,  in  his  Law  Dictionary,  defines  an  answer  to  be  any  plead- 
ing, except  a  demurrer,  framed  to  meet  a  previous  pleading. 

Under  the  California  practice,  where  the  complaint  is  sworn 
to,  the  defendant  must  deny  specifically  each  allegation  in  tbe 
complaint.*  But  by  each  allegation  is  meant  each  material 
allegation ;  for  if  plaintiff  makes  averments  in  his  complaint  uot 
necessary  or  material  to  present  his  cause  of  action,  or  if  be 
avers  conclusions  of  law,  or  sets  out  evidence,  these  need  not 
be  traversed,  for  they  are  not  issuable  facts,  or,  if  issuable,  tbev 
are  not  pertinent  to  the  case.  Because  plaintiff  makes  a  historr 
of  his  complaint,  there  is  no  reason,  necessity,  or  excuse  for 
the  defendant  to  deny  the  truth  of  that  history.  Nor  is  it 
proper  to  seek  out  the  very  words  of  the  complaint,  and  tbea 
negative  each  and  every  one  of  them.    An  issue  is  not  as  well 

^  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sec  437. 
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or  as  clearly  made  by  negativing  the  language  of  the  complaint 
in  terms  as  by  denying  the  facts  expressed  by  such  language. 

If  plaintiff  has  been  wronged,  some  one  has  injured  him,  and 
defendant,  to  make  an  issue,  only  needs  to  deny  the  ultimate 
facts.  In  general,  the  reasons  which  caused  the  injury  need 
not  be  pleaded.  The  commission  of  the  injury,  the  time  and 
place,  extent  of  the  injury,  and  the  person  who  did  it,  in  most 
cases  should  be  traversed. 

For  example,  in  a  case  of  forcible  entry,  defendant  [the  per- 
son] denies  that  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  or  at  any 

other  time  [the  time],  he  broke  or  entered  into  the  premises 
described  [the  wrong],  or  damaged  plaintiff  in  any  amount  [ex- 
tent of  injury].  If,  for  instance,  and  which  is  frequently  the 
case,  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  at  the  time  stated  defend- 
ant wrongfully  and  unlawfully  broke,  etc.,  defendant  need 
only  deny  the  breaking;  the  court  will  be  competent  to  say 
whether  it  was  wrongful  or  unlawful  after  the  proofs  are  heard. 
That  is  what  the  court  is  for.  The  pleader,  whether  represent- 
ing* plaintiff  or  defendant,  should  only  allege  or  deny  the  facts; 
the  effect  of  the  existence  of  certain  facts  is  left  for  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  tribunal  to  which  the  parties  appeal  for  justice. 

Defendant's  counsel,  when  about  to  make  answer  to  a  com- 
plaint, inquires:  1.  Has  any  wrong  been  alleged  in  the  com* 
plaint?  2.  Does  the  complaint  charge  the  defendant  with  th& 
commission  of  the  wrong  ?  3.  Is  defendant  liable  to  the  extent 
alleged  in  the  complaint?  4.  Has  defendant  a  counter  claim? 
5.  Was  the  injury  done  within  the  statute  of  limitations?  6. 
Did  the  defendant  do  the  wrong?  And  these  inquiries  will 
suggest  to  the  pleader  what  answer  will  raise  an  issue. 

§  31G7.  Objections  not  Appearing  on  Face  of  Com- 
plaint.— When  any  of  the  matters  enumerated  in  the  codes  as 
ground  for  demurrer*  do  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint, the  objection  maybe  taken  by  answer;  and  the  demurrer 
lo  the  complaint  having  been^disposed  of,  the  defendant  may 
make  his  answer,  filing  the  original  with  the  clerk  of  the  court 
in  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  serving  a  copy  upon  the 
adverse  party  or  his  attorney.*  The  time  within  which  the  de- 
fendant must  answer  is  regulated  by  the  codes^  and  differs  in 
the  several  states.'  But  the  time  to  answer  may  be  extended 
by  the  court  or  judge.* 

'  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  430;  N.  Y.  'See  Cal.  Code  C.    P.,   sec.   407». 

Code,  sec.  488.  subd.  3. 

■^  Cal.  Code  C.  P. ,  sec.  465;  Oliphant  *  Id. ,  sees.  473,  1054. 
V.  Whitney,  34  Cal.  25. 
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§  31G8.     Time  to  AnST^er. — The  time  to  answer  in  the  mt- 
eral  states  is  fixed  bj  the  statutes  of  sueb  states,  and  the  prac- 
tice of  the  courts  in  many  of  them  differs  from  the  practice  in 
California.     In  New  York,  defendant  must  answer  within  the 
statutory  time,  or  such  further  time  as  he  may  obtain  by  order.* 
In  California,  an  answer  filed  without  leave  of  court,  after  the 
time  for  answering  has  expired,  but  before  default  has  been  en- 
tered, is  not  a  nullity,  but  at  most  an  irregularity.'    The  court 
in  its  discretion  ma}'  strike  it  out  or  retain  it,  or  permit  another 
to  be  filed;  but  plaintiff  can  not,  as  of  right,  have  such  answer 
stricken  out.     For  these  purposes  defendant  is  not  in  default 
until  his  default  has  been  actually  entered  in  accordance  with 
the  statute.'    If  the  defendant  demurs  only,  and  the  demurrer  is 
overruled,  the  court  may  allow  him  to  answer,  imposing  terms 
in  its  discretion/    In  reference  to  the  time  in  which  the  answer 
must  be  filed,  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  territorisil 
extent  of  the  jurisdiction  and  sovereignty  exercised  de  facto  by 
their  own  government,  and  of  the  local  divisions  of  the  country 
into  states,  counties,  cities,  towns,  etc.*    "When  a  demurrer 
is  interposed  and  overruled,  the  question  of  time  to  answer  and 
terms  are  chiefly  regulated  by  the  rules  and  discretion  of  the 
court  in  which  the  cause  is  pending.'    For  if  the  demurrer  is 
deemed  frivolous,  terms  will  be  imposed  before  answer  is  al- 
lowed.    Such  a  rule  is  require^  to  prevent  demurrer  from  be- 
coming a  means  of  delay  only,  and  if  the  court  does  not  fix  the 
time  within  which  answer  in  such  case  must  be  filed,  the  de- 
fendant should  answer  within  the  same  time  as  in  case  uf  ser- 
vice of  copy  of  the  original  complaint/    When  the  defendant, 
on  motion  being  decided  in  his  favor,  is  allowed  time  to  answer 
until  the  plaintiff  elects  on  which  count  of  the  complaint  he 
will  go  to  trial,  the  plaintiff  should  serve  a  copy  of  the  complaint 
with  the  notice  of  his  election."    And  if  an  answer  has  been 
already  filed,  it  may  be  allowed  by  order  of  the  court  to  stand 
as  the  answer  to  such  amended  complaint,  and  it  shall  be 
treated  as  if  filed  when  the  order  is  made.'    If  the  defendant 
should  fail  to  answer  in  the  time  specified  in  the  summons,  it  is 
not  an  unsound  exercise  of  discretion  in  the  court  to  refuse  him 
leave  to  file  an  answer  which  does  not  show  a  meritorious  de- 

^  See  New  York  Code,  sees.  520,  *  Peoplo  v.  Smith,  1  Cal.  9. 

781,  782.  «  Thornton  v.  Borland,  12  Cal.  438; 

«  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  473;  Bowers  v.  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  472,  473,  1054; 

Dickerson,  18  Cal.  420.  Peoplo  v.  Rains,  23  Cal.  128. 

» Id.  •  Peoplo  V.  Rains,  23  Cal.  128. 

*  fcice  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  fsecs.  432, 472,  ^  Willson  v.Clcavcland.  30CaL  192. 

473;  Maumus  v.  Hambion,  S8  Cal.  5^9.  '  Mulford  v.  Estudiiio,  32  CaL  131. 
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fonse.^  Under  the  California  practice,  the  defendant  raay  file 
an  appearance,  and  answer  immediately  after  suit  brought,  and 
without  service,  if  Le  so  desires,  thus  joining  issue  at  once. 

§  31G9.    Defenses,  hoixr  Pleaded. — A  defendant  bbould  set 
forth   tbe  true  nature  of  bis   defense   in  bis   answer,'  as  tbe 
proofs  for  tbe  defense  must  be  limited  to  tbe  averments  in  tbe 
answer.'     Where   the   pleadings   are  verified,  every  matter  of 
defense  not  directly  responsive  to  the  allegations  of  tbe  com- 
plaint, must  be  set  up  in  the  answer.*    Or  it  may  be  addressed 
to  part  of  the  complaint,  and  must  be  so  stated.'    If  the  com- 
plaint contains  t^o  counts,  and  the  answer  takes  issue  on  tbe 
all€<^ation  of  one  only,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  tbe 
otlicr.'    Equitable  defenses  may  be  set  up  in  an  action  of  a 
legal  nature.^     "Whether  an  answer  states  a  purely  legal  or  an 
equitable  defense,  must  be  determined  by  tbe  answer  itself,  and 
not  from  tbe  findings  of  tbe  court."    But  an  issue  of  law  and 
fact  should  not  be  mixed  in  an  answer.'  In  tbe  natural  order  of 
business  it  is  the  duty  of  tbe  court  first  to  try  and  deciJe  upon 
this    equitable  defense,   before  proceeding  with   the  action  at 
law  J"   Though  two  defenses,  separately  pleaded,  may  be  incon- 
sistent, tbe  plaintiff  can  not  disregard  them,  or  either  of  them, 
on  tbe  trial;  and  there  is  no  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
verified  and  unverified  pleadings." 

In  pleading  an  ordinance  or  enactment  founded  upon  a 
statute,  in  an  action  on  contrScCt,  which  is  in  violation  of  said 
ordinance,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  the  statute  specially.'^ 
In  Indiana,  where  an  answer  is  founded  on  a  written  instru- 
ment, a  copy  of  the  instrument  must  be  annexed.^'  In  Cali- 
fornia, when  a  written  instrument  is  so  pleaded  the  genuine- 
ness and  due  execution  of  such  instrument  shall  be  deemed 
admitted,  unless  tbe  plaintiff  file  with  the  clerk,  five  days  before 
tbe  commencement  of  tbe  term  at  which  the  action  is  to  be 
tried,  an  affidavit  denying  tbe  same."    But  not  by  a  failure  to 


Pa 


»Hallowell  v.  Page,  24  Mo.  590;  OBarb.  657;  Bnrget  v.  Bissell,  5Ho\v. 

igo  V.  Page,  Id.  695.  Pr.  192*  and  see  Miller  v.  Piatt,  5 

=»  Walton  V.  Mintum,  1  Cal.  362.  Duer,  272,  284. 

•Turnef    v.    "Black   Warrior,"   1        ^Bodley  v.  Ferguson,  30  Cal.  511. 
McAll.  181.  •Brooks  v.  Douglass,  32  Cal.  208; 

*a'erry  v.  Sickles,  13  Cal.  427.  Gould  v.  Williams,  9  How.  Pr.  51. 

s  Nichols  V.    Dusenbury,  2  N.  Y.       i"  Martin  v.  Zellerbach.  33  Cal.  300. 
2vS.3;  Foster  v.  Hazen,   12  Barb.  547;       "  Buhne    v.  Corbctt,  43  Cal.  204; 

Kneed ler  v.  Sternbergh,  10  How.  Pr.  and  seo  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Id.  C7S. 
G7.  »=«Beman  v.  Tugnot,  5  Saudf.  153. 

«Leffingwellv.  Grifl&ng,31Cal.231.       "Seawright    v.    Coffniau,   24  Ind. 

'Uobson  V.   l»carce,  12  N.  Y.  150;  414. 
S.  C,  1  Al.l).  Pr.  97;  Crary  v.  Good-       "Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  448. 
man,  12  N.  Y.  260;  reversing  y.  C, 
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controvert  tbe  same  on  oath,  ns  prescribed  in  this  and  section 
447,  unless  the  party  controverting  the  same  is,  upon  demand, 
permitted  to  inspect  the  original  before  filing  such  affidavit. 
The  execution  of  the  writing  sued  upon  is  put  in  issue  bj  the 
plea  of  the  general  issue.^  It  has  been  held  in  some  of  the 
states  that  if  a  defendant  sets  up  a  contract  which  is  require  J 
to  be  in  writing  he  must  so  state  it,  or  his  answer  is  insufficient.^ 
§  3170.  Pleas. — Pleas,  by  that  name,  are  unknown  to  the 
code.  The  only  pleadings,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  are 
demurrer  and  answer.  But  in  an  equitable  case,  prior  to  tbe 
code,  a  plea  was  but  a  special  answer,  showing  or  relying  upon 
one  or  more  things  as  a  cause  why  the  suit  should  be  either 
dismissed,  or  delayed,  or  barred.  At  law,  it  was  the  defend- 
ant's answer,  by  matter  of  fact,  to  the  plaintiff's  declaration. 
Now,  the  defendant's  pleading,  while  performing  any  or  all 
these  several  offices,  is  known  only  as  an  answer.  A  respond- 
ent is  not  bound  to  reserve,  for  a  final  hearing,  any  matter 
which  amounta  to  a  bar  of  the  relief  prayed,  but  he  may,  if  it 
be  the  subject  for  a  plea,  put  it  into  that  shape,  in  order  to 
save  the  expense  of  going  into  a  general  examination.'  It  is  a 
general  rule  that  a  plea  ought  not  to  contain  more  defenses 
than  one.  Various  facts  can  never  be  pleaded  in  one  plea,  unless 
they  are  all  conducive  to  the  single  point  on  which  the  defend- 
ant means  to  rest  his  defense.^  A  plea  professing  to  answer  the 
whole  complaint,  but  which  answers  only  a  part,  is  bad  on  de- 
murrer.^ A  defendant  can  not  in  different  counts  deny  the  same 
facts  in  different  language,  or  make  only  a  partial  defense  to  z, 
whole  cause  of  action,  or  set  out  matter  in  avoidance,  without 
confessing  that  which  he  attempts  to  avoid.'  A  plea  is  defective 
when  its  averments,  if  admitted  to  be  true,  would  not  constitute 
a  defense  to  the  action.^  The  plea  should  be  direct  in  stating 
with  sufficient  precision  the  matter  of  defense,  and  not  leave  it 
to  be  found  out  by  inference,  however  strong.'  But  material 
facts  inferentially  stated  are  good  after  judgment,  if  no  demur- 
rer has  been  interposed  specially  for  that  reason.'    Matters  of 

1  Gray  v.  Tunstall,  Ilempst.  558.  18  N.  H.  518;  Feaster  v.  WootlfiU,  23 

*  Taylor  v.  Hillary,  1  Gale,  22;  but  Ind.  493;  Fitzsimmons  v.  City  Fire 
see  15  liarb.  368;  iMilea  v.  Thome,  38  Ins.  Co.,  18  Wis.  234;  Ilogan  v.  liosa, 
Cal.  335.  13  How.  U.  S.  173. 

*  Wilson  V.  Graham,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  ^  Martiu  v.  ^wearent^en,  17  Iowa, 
63.  346. 

*  Rhode  Island  V.  Massachusetts,  14  'White  v.  How,  3  McLean,  291; 
Pet.  210.  Smith  v.  Ely,  5  Id.  76. 

*  Wallace  v.  Bear  River  Water  and  ®  Brooks  v.  Byam,  1  JStorvC.  C.  206; 
Mining  Co.,  18  Cal.  461 ;  Weimcr  v.  Savary  v.  Goe,  3  Wash.  C.  0.  140. 
Shclton,  7  Mo.  237;  Leslie  v.  Harlow,  »  Hill  v.  Haskin,  51  Cal.  175. 
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inducement  in  a  plea  should  be  an  answer  to  tbo  opposite 
party's  allegations.  The  traverse  is  but  an  inference  from  the 
inducement.^  A  plea  which  might  be  objectionable  on  the 
ground  of  want  of  sufficient  certainty  can  not  be  treated  as  a 
nullity  by  the  court,  unless  its  sufficiency  is  excepted  to.' 

If  the  allegations  of  a  defense  are  pertinent  to  the  contro- 
versy, their  sufficiency  is  only  to  be  tested  by  demurrer,  or  on 
the  trial.'  But  in  New  York  it  has  been  h^ld,  an  answer  merely 
defensive  which  does  not  set  up  a  counter  claim  is  not  demur- 
rable.* Where  a  party  sets  up  matter  in  his  answer  not  recog- 
nized by  law  as  a  defense  to  the  action,  while  the  objection  may 
be  taken  by  demurrer,  it  is  not  waived  by  failure  to  demur,  but 
may  be  taken  advantage  of  at  any  time/  The  defense,  that  the 
defendant  acted  by  advice  of  counsel,  must  show  that  such 
advice  was  given  upon  a  full  and  fair  statement  of  the  facts.' 
It  is  improper  to  set  up  in  an  answer  that  the  complaint  does 
not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.^ 

§  3171.  What  Anffw^er  should  Contaln.-7-The  answer  of 
the  defendant  shall  contain:  1.  A  general  or  specific  denial  of 
the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint  controverted  by  the 
defendant;  2.  A  statement  of  any  new  matter  constituting  a 
defense  or  counter  claim.  If  the  complaint  be  verified,  the 
denial  of  eaqh  allegation  controverted  must  be  specific,  and  be 
made  positively,  or  according  to  the  information  and  belief  of 
the  defendant.  If  the  defendant  has  no  information  or  belief 
ux^on  the  subject  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  answer  an  allega- 
tion of  the  complaint,  he  may  so  state  in  his  answer,  and  place 
his  denial  on  that  ground.  If  the  complaint  be  not  verified,  a 
general  denial  is  sufficient,  but  only  puts  in  issue  the  material 
allegations  of  the  complaint.' 

The  plaintiir  is  entitled  to  an  explicit  denial  of  the  material 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  or  an  admission  of  their  truth, 
either  by  direct  statement  or  by  silence.'  The  material  allega- 
tions are  such  as  the  plaintiff  must  prove  on  the  trial,  in  order 
to  maintain  his  action ;^^  and  a  denial  of  such  allegations  only  is 
sufficient.^^  A  general  denial  only  puts  in  issue  the  material 
allegations  of  the  complaint.''    But  it  seems  that  in  New  York 


^  Egberts  v.  Dibble,  3  McLean,  86. 
'Cunningham  v.  Wheatly,  21  Tex. 
184. 
»  Carpenter  V.  Bell,  19  Abb.  Pr.  258. 

*  Keilay  v.  Thomas,  1 1  IIow.  Pr.  206. 

*  Macduugall  v.  Maguire,  35Cal.  274. 
•Bliss  V.  vVyman,  7  Cal.  257. 

T  Slack  V.   Heath,  1  Abb.  Pr.  331; 
bat  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  431. 


8  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  437.  Similar 
proTisions  are  found  in  all  the  codes 
in  substantially  the  same  language. 

•  De  Kacouillat  v.  llene,  32  Cal.  450; 
Gay  V.  Winter,  34  Cal.  153. 

>°  Garvey  v.  Fowler,  4  Sandf.  665. 

"  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  437. 

"Id. 
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a  general  and  specific  denial  of  the  same  matter  is  not  allowed, 
and  one  or  the  other  will  be  stricken  out  as  redundant.'  Iq 
Louisiana,  under  the  code  of  that  state,  which  allows  general 
and  special  pleas,  if  not  inconsistent  with  each  other,  an 
amended  answer  which  specifies  a  particular  fact  in  aid  of  the 
general  denial  is  allowable.' 

§  3172.  Denials  in  the  Answer. — A  denial  may  be  gen- 
eral or  specific,  at  the  option  of  the  pleader;  but  in  either  case 
ib  must  be  direct  and  unequivocal.  An  averment  that  this  de- 
fendant says  he  denies  is  sufficient.'  So,  a  general  denial  of  a 
verified  complaint,  with  a  qualification  of  "  except  as  herein- 
after admitted,"  is  insufficient  to  put  in  issue  any  of  its  alle- 
gations.* 

A  denial  of  each  and  every  allegation  of  a  complaint,  except 
what  the  court  may  construe  to  be  admitted  in  the  foregoing 
part  of  the  answer,  is  bad.^  A  denial  of  an  allegation  that  de- 
fendant did  as  therein  alleged  is  bad.*  So  also  if  no  issue  is 
raised  by  the  defendant,  a  closing  denial,  stating  that  *'  the  de- 
fendant denying  each  and  every  allegation  set  forth  in  the 
plaiutiflF's  complaint  not  consistent  with  the  foregoing  answer," 
fails  to  raise  an  issue. ^  As  a  denial,  whether  general  or  spe- 
cial, only  puts  in  issue  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  the 
difference  between  a  general  and  special  denial  is  only  in  the 
extent  to  which  the  allegations  are  traversed.' 

The  material  allegations  of  a  complaint  must  be  denied  either 
positively  or  upon  information  and  belief.*  And  the  failure  to 
deny  a  material  averment  is  an  admission  of  the  facts  contained 
in  such  averment,  and  such  admission  is  conclusive  against  the 
pleader .'°  So,  a  denial  of  the  exact  value  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint of  the  property  sued  for,  is  an  admission  of  any  lesser 

'  1  Van  Santv.  PI.  408;  N.  Y.  Code,  *  Hensley  v    Tartar,   14  Cal.  50«: 

sec.   500;   Denuison  v.   Dennison,   9  Levinsou  v.   Schwartz,   22  Itl.    220; 

How.   Tr.  246;  Blake  v.   Kldred,  18  People  v.  Kiver  Raisin  etc.  li.  K  Co., 

Id.  240.  12  Mich.  389. 

"^  Andrews  v.  Hensler,  C  Wall.  254.  *  Starbock   v.   Dunklee,  10  Minn, 

'  Do  Espinoaa  v.  Gregory,  40  Cal.  168. 

58;  Munu  v.  Taulman,  1  Kan.  254;  but  •  Mier  v.  Cartledge,  4  How.  Pr.  1 1.'^; 

Bee  Taylor  v.  llichards,  9  Bosw.  679;  but  see  the  English  practice,  Chitty's 

Arthur    V.    Brooks,    14   Barb.    533;  Forms  of  Pr.  107,  108. 

Blake  v.  Eldred,   18  How.   Pr.  240;  '  Richardson  v.  Smith,  29  Cal.  529. 

West  V.  Am.  Exch.  Bank,  44  Barb.  »  Coles  v.  Soulsby,  21  Cal.  47. 

175;  Mower  V.  Burdick,  4  McLean,  7.  'San   Francisco    Gas   Co.    v.   San 

Tliough  they  arc  not  necessarily  friv-  Francisco,  9  Cal.  4.>3. 

oIouh:  Elton  v.  Markham.  20  Barb.  »®  1  Van  Santv.  308;  1  Barb.  Ch.  IV. 

343;  Lawrence  v.  Williams,  cited  in  133;  Burke  v.  Table  Mt.  Co.,  \'2  Cal. 

Wall  V.  Buffalo  Water  Works  Co.,  403;  Blankman  v.   Valkjo,    15  C'aL 

18    N.    Y.    119-122;   Livingston    v.  638;  Pattei-son  v.  Ely,  19  LI.  28;  Sur- 

Hammer,  7  Bosw.  670.  get  v.  Byers,  Hempsc.  715. 
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amount.^  But  where  the  defendant,  instead  of  denying  that 
the  property  alleged  to  have  been  destroyed  was  of  the  value  of 
twenty- five  thousand  dollars,  or  any  other  sum  greater  than  the 
sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  avers  that  the  plaintiff 
has  not  sustained  damage  to  exceed  the  latter  sum,  it  puts  in 
issue  the  value  of  the  property,  or  the  amount  of  the  damages 
so  far  as  thev  are  laid  at  more  than  the  latter  sum.*  Such  de- 
nial  should  cover  the  whole  ground  either  of  the  complaint 
itself  or  of  that  portion  of  it  to  which  it  is  intended  to  apply,' 
and  present  a  clear  aud  complete  issue  in  substance  as  well  as 
iu  form/  The  failure  of  a  defendant  to  deoy  the  charges  in  a 
complaint,  making  out  &  prima  facie  case  for  the  pluintiflfs,  will 
throw  the  onus  on  defendant  in  proving  his  affirmative  allega- 
tions.* Where  the  answer  failed  to  deny  in  such  form  as  to  put 
iu  issue  any  material  allegations  of  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  full  amount."  An  answer  con- 
sisting of  denials  onl^'is  not  amendable  as  of  course.^ 

§  3173.  General  Denial. — Under  the  code  system  of  prac- 
tice, a  general  denial  is  equivalent  to  the  general  issue.''  But 
special  matters  of  defense,  as  excuse  or  justification  of  an 
alleged  trespass,  a  public  or  private  right  of  way,  or  any  in- 
terest in  land  short  of  property,  or  right  of  possession,  must 
still  be  pleaded,  and  are  not  available  under  a  general  denial.' 
It  puts  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of  all  the  facts  necessary  to  en- 
title him  to  recover,  except  as  to  the  genuineness  and  due  exe- 
cution of  note,  etc;*"  aud  upon  not  merely  every  fact  alleged, 
but  also  upon  all  implications  and  conclusions  of  law  arising 
out^  of  those  facts.'*  There  is  no  such  thing  as  the  common-law 
general  issue  under  the  code  of  New  York,*-'  although  the 
general  denial  is  in  most  respects  like  it."  Under  the  general 
denial,  evidence  of  a  distinct  affirmative  defense  is  not  admis- 
sible.**   Such  as  payment.**    It  is  otherwise  held  in  California, 

1  Towdy  V.  Ellis,  22  Cal  650,  Academy  of  Music  v.  Hackett,  2  Hilt. 

2  Hill  V.  Smith,  27  Cal.  470;  Nunan  217;   Lord  v.  Chesebrough,  4  Saiulf. 
V.  San  Francisco,  38  Id.  080.  696. 

3  ilarpham  v.  Haynes,  30  111.  404;  ^\  1  Van    Santv.    PI.   406;    Fay  v. 
Loosty  V.  Orscr,  4  Bosw.  391.  Grirasteed,    10    Barb.    321;    Ilough- 

*  Diiiion  V.  Dunn,  15  N.  Y.  408.  ton  v.   Townscnd,  8  How.   Pr.  441 ; 

*  Thompson  V.  Lee,  8  Cal.  275;  Cal.     Stoddard  v.  Onondaga Conf.,  12  Barb. 
Code  C.  P.,  sec.  402.  675;  Catlin  v.  Guutcr,  1  Duer,  2.>;i. 

«  Doll,  AdmV,  V.  Good,  38  Cal.  287.  "  Livingston  v.  Finkle,  8  How.  Pr. 

'  Plumb  V.  Whipples,  7  Mow.  Pr.  480. 

411;Farrandv.IIerbeson,  3Duer,055.  ^»  Terry    v.  Sickles,    13   Cal.    430; 

MVhite  V.  Moses,  11  Cal.  GO.  Beaty  v.  Swarthout,  32  Btirb.  203. 

•American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27  Cal.  ^''Walters  v.  Waflhiugtou  lus.  Co., 

367.  1  Clarke  (Iowa),40i;    McKyntig    v. 

*"  Wand  V.  Packard,  18  Cal.  391.  Bull,  10  N.  Y.  297;  Edsou  v.  Dillaye, 

**  Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31  Barb.  534;  8  How.  Pr.  273. 
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•where  it  is  said  tbe  effect  of  the  plea  is  to  deny  the  indebted- 
ness.* In  actions  of  assumpsU  the  general  rule  is  that  any  evi- 
dence which  disaffirms  the  obligation  of  the  contract  at  the  time 
suit  is  commenced  is  admissible  under  the  general  issue.'  Evi- 
dence of  any  attendant  circumstances  tending  to  show  that 
plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant,  is  admis- 
sible under  a  general  denial.'  If  an  answer,  in  response  to  an 
allegation  of  the  complaint,  instead  of  den^nng  it  in  express 
terms,  contains  the  averment  that  the  defendant  did  not  com- 
mit the  act  charged,  or  that  the  facts  alleged  to  exist  do  not 
exist,  these  averments  of  the  answer  traverse  the  matters  al- 
leged, and  are  good  denials  of  the  same.^ 

§  3174.    Literal  and   ConjuDOtive  Denials. — Under  onr 
practice,  and  that  of  the  common  law,  a  specific  denial  of  one 
or  more  allegations  is  held  to  be  an  admission  of  all  others 
well  pleaded/    It  has  also  been  held  by  our  courts,   that  a 
specific  denial  to  each  allegation  of  a  complaint  is  a  separate 
denial  applicable  only  to  the  specific  allegation  controverted,* 
as  the  object  of  the  code  in  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  verify 
is  to  narrow  the  proof  on  the  trial,  and  compel  the  defendant 
to  deny  specifically  each  separate  allegation.^    And  the  defend- 
ant must  either  deny  the  facts  alleged,  or  confess  and  avoid 
them.^    The  rules  of  pleading  under  our  system  are  intended 
to  prevent  evasion,  and  to  require  a  denial  of  ever}'  specific 
averment  in  a  sworn  complaint,  in  substance  and  in  s^Dirit,  and 
not  merely  a  denial  of  its  literal  truth ;  and  whenever  the  de- 
fendant fails  to  make  such  denial,  he  admits  the  averment.'    It 
is  now  the  settled  law  that  where  defendant  denies  plaintiff's 
proposition  in  a  verified  complaint,  as  a  whole  and  as  conjunc- 
tively stated,  it  is  alike  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  com- 
mon-law pleading,  as  well   as  the   express  direction   of    our 
statute;   and  thus  an  answer  to  a  verified  complaint  she  aid 
contain  a  specific  denial  to  each  allegation  of  the  complaiut 
controverted,  or  a  denial  thereof  according  to  the  defendant's 

^  Wetmore  v.  SaQ  Francisco,  44  Cal.  Francisco,  9  Cal.  453;  Seward  v.  IMil- 

299.  ler,  6  Hpw.  l*r.  312. 

*  1  Ch.  PI.  4d5;  Young  v.  Knmmell,  '  Gas  Company  v.  San  Francisco, 
2  Hill,  478;  Boyd  v.  Weeks,  5  Id.  393.  9  Cal.  453. 

s  1  Van  Sautv.  PL  2.52;  Bridges  v.        «Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  22;  Fisli 

Paige,  13  Cal.  C40;  Miller  v.  Decker,  v.  Redington,  31  Id.  1S5. 
40  Barb.  228;  MacDonell  v.  Buffura,        'Blankmau  v.  Vallcjo,  15  Cal.  (KiS; 

31  How.  Pr.   154;  Robinson  v.  Corn  Castro  v.  Wetmore,  10  Id.  380;  Hi^- 

Kx.   Ins.     Co.,   1  Abb.   Pr.,   N.   S.,  gins  v.  Wortcl,  18  Id.  333;  Morrill  v. 

186.  Morrill,  2(5  Id.  292;  Camden  v.  Mul- 

Mlill  V.  Smith,  27  Cal.  479.  lea,  20  H.  564;  Blood  v.  Light,  M 

*  Do  Ro  V.  Cordes,  4  Cal.  117.  Id.  115:  Toland  v.  Mandell,  38  Id.  oO; 
«yau    Franciico    Gas  Co.   v.   San  Doll  v.  Good,  Id,  287. 
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in  formation  and  belief.  The  denial  sboald  be  in  tbe  dis- 
junctive, ultbough  tbe  allegations  of  tbe  complaiut  are  stated 
in  tbe  conjunctive.*  But  in  New  York  tbe  doctrine,  it  would 
seem,  bas  been  qualified.' 

If  an  allegation  of  a  complaint  consists  of  several  clauses  or 
2:)ropositions  connected  by  tbe  copulative  conjunction  "and/'  a 
denial  of  tbe  entire  allegation  is  evasive  and  insufficient.  Each 
proposition  sbould  be  separately  denied.'  Wbere  several  alle- 
gations of  a  complaint  are  not  connected  by  tbe  conjunction 
"  and,"  a  denial  in  tbe  answer  of  these  allegations  conjunctively 
does  not  amount  to  a  denial  of  the  allegations  to  which  the  de- 
fendant professes  to  respond.^ 

Literal  denials,  following  tbe  very  words  of  tbe  complaint, 
are  insufficient.  So  where  the  answer  denied  the  allegations 
of  indebtedness  as  to  tbe  time,  amount,  and  work,  in  the  very 
words  of  tbe  complaint,  it  was  held  that  the  answer  raised  an 
immaterial  issue  upon  these  particulars.^  So  where  tbe  form 
of  tbe  allegation  was  that  defendant  *'  unlawfully  and  wrong- 
fully seised  and  took  said  property  into  his  possession  from 
said  plaintiff,"  and  defendant  denied  **  that  he  (defendant) 
wrongfully  and  unlawfully  seized,  took,  or  carried  away  the 
said  property,"  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  defendant  took 
tbe  property  from  tbe  plaintiff  was  not  denied,  but  admitted/ 

An  averment  in  the  complaint  that  the  act  was  "wrongfully 
and  maliciously  done,"  and  a  denial  in  the  answer  that  it  was 
"  wrongfully  and  maliciously  done/'  does  not  put  in  issue  the 
doing  of  the  act.^  But  an  allegation  in  a  complaint  that  the 
assignment  which  tbe  plaintiff  seeks  to  set  aside  wns  made  with 
intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  creditors,  etc.,  is  suffi- 
ciently put  in  issue  by  a  denial  that  the  assignment  was  made 
with  intent  to  binder  and  defraud  creditors.' 

An  allegation  in  a  sworn  answer  that  "  on  a  certain  day  the 
said  French  and  Robinson,  by  deed  duly  executed,  acknowl- 

i  Reed  v.  Calderwood,  32  Cal.  109;  Markham,  20  Barb.  343;  Blake  v.  El- 

Burko  V.  Carruthera,  31  Id.  467;  Fish  drcd,  18  How.  Pr.  240. 
V.  Redington,  Id.  194;  Brown  v.  Scott,        »  Wall  v.  Buffalo  Water  Works,  18 

25  Id.  lOo;  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,  17  N.  Y.  119. 

Id.   123;   Henaley  v.   Tartar,    14  Id.         »  More  v.  Del  Valle,  28  Cal.  170. 
608;  Salinger  v.  Lusk,  7  How.  Pr.         *  Fitch  v.  Bunch,  30  Cal.  208;  Le- 

430;  Davison  v.  Powell,  16  Id.  467;  roux  v.  Murdock,  61  Id.  541. 
Shearman  v.  New  York  Central  Mills,        ''  Caulfield  v.  Sanders,  17  Cal.  669. 
1  Abb.  Pr.   187;  Baker  v.  Bailey,  16        «  Woodworth  v.  Knowltou,  22  Cal. 

Barb.  54;  Young  v.  Catlett,  0  Duer,  164;  Pichardson  v.  Smith,  29  Id.  531. 
443;  Beach  v.  Barons,  13  Barb.  305;        '  Kinsey  v.  Wallace,  36  Cal.  463. 
Livingston  v.  Hammer,  7  Bosw.  670;        ®Rcad  v.  Worthington,  9   Bosw. 

Otis  V.  Uoss,  8  How.  Pr.  193;  King  (N.  Y.)  617. 
V.  liay,  11  Paige  Ch.  235;  Elton  v. 
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edged,  and  recorded,  conveyed  said  premises  to  tliis  defendant, 
for  the  sum  of  seven  thousand  seven  hundred  ami  liftv  dollars," 
is  not  denied  by  a  statement  in  the  replication  that  *'  the  plaint- 
iffs further  deny  that  said  French  and  Robinson,  or  either  of 
them,  conveyed  said  premises  to  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of 
seven  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  or  for  any  other 
sum."  Such  denial  does  not  deny  the  conveyance,  the  mate- 
rial fact,  but  only  a  conveyance  for  a  consideration.  Undtr 
such  denial,  the  party  making  such  averment  is  not  rec|iiii*eu 
to  offer  his  deed  in  evidence  on  the  trial.  The  allegation  of  the 
answer  is  deemed  admitted  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute.' 
§  3175.  Denial  of  Legal  Conclusions. — If  the  answer 
merely  denies  a  conclusion  of  law  resulting  from  the  facets  con- 
tained in  the  complaint,  it  is  insufficient;^  and  the  facts  stated 
in  the  complaint  will  be  deemed  admitted.'  A  denial  that  the 
defendant  became  or  was  lawfully  bound  by  a  judgment  de- 
clared on,  is  only  a  denial  of  a  conclusion  of  law.^  Nor  is  it  a 
denial  in  an  action  for  the  possession  of  personal  property  to 
allege  that  defendant  did  not  at  any  time  wrongfully  take  and 
detain  the  property  from  the  plaintiff.^  Or  in  ejectment  that 
defendant  did  not  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  enter  and  dis- 
possess the  plaintiff.  This  is  an  admission  rather  than  denial.' 
So  a  denial  that  the  plaintiff  has  any  interest  whatever  in  the 
l^remises  mentioned  in  the  complaint  is  insufficient.^  So  of  an 
averment  that  "the  plaintiff  is  not  the  real  party  in  interest, 
nor  is  he  an  executor,"  etc.'  So  of  an  answer  which,  without 
denying  any  fact  stated  in  the  complaint,  merely  says  that 
'*  the  defendant  denies  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
money  demanded."'  Where,  however,  the  allegation  of  the 
plaintiff  is  itself  couched  in  the  form  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  a 
denial  in  the  same  form  will  be  admissible,  and  efficient  for  all 
purposes.'"    A  mixed  question  of  law  and  facts  was  under  the 

1  Landers  v.  Bolton,  26  Cal.  416.  *  Richardson    v.    Smith,    29    CoL 


Witherspoou  v.  Van  Dolar,  15  How.     S.  C,  4  How.  Fr.  347. 


Pr.  260;  Drake  v.  Cockroft,  4  E.  D.  'Drake  v.  Cocki-oft,  1  Abb.  Vr.  2W; 

Smith,  34;   S.  C,  10  How.  Pr.  377;  and  compare  Higgins  v.  Fi^ecmau,  '2 

S.  C,  1   Abb.   Pr.  203-    Fosdick   v.  Diier.  050. 

Groir,  22  How.  Pr.  158;  Holgate  r.  i"  Morrow  v.   Cougan,  3  Abb.   Pr. 

Broome,    8    Minn.    243;    Hoopcs    v.  328;  Anonymous,  2 Code  R.  07;  Wai^-r 

Me>cr,  1  Xev.  433.  v.  Ide,  14  Barb.  408;  Davis  v.  li^.p. 

'  Xelsou  V.  Mumy,  23  Cal.  338.  pock,  0  Duer,  250;  McKnigbt  v.  Hunt, 

*  People  V.  Supervisors  of  San  Fran-  3  Id.  015. 
Cisco,  27  Cal.  055. 
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old  Bystem  traversable.'  Within  certain  limits  this  rule  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  system.  As  where  plaintiff  alleged  that 
defendant  owed  him  a  certain  sum,  an  answer  denying  the  in- 
debtedness  is  sufficient.'  A  denial  which  is  itself  a  conclusion 
of  law  raises  no  issue,  as  where  an  answer  states  in  general 
terms  that  a  municipal  ordinance  is  illegal  and  void.' 

§  3176.  Sham,  Irrelevant,  and  Frivolous  Ansivers. — 
"  Sham  and  irrelevant  answers,  and  irrelevant  and  redundant 
matter  inserted  in  a  pleading,  may  be  stricken  out,  upon  such 
terms  as  the  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  impose.*  Immaterial 
averments  in  a  pleading  need  not  be  denied;^  and  if  it  be  done, 
both  the  complaint  and  answer,  so  far  as  they  relate  thereto, 
will  be  disregarded  when  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings  and 
issues  are  brought  in  question."  Such  was  the  rule  in  chan- 
cery.'' But  a  denial  of  immaterial  circumstances  may  in  some 
cases  be  treated  as  sufficient  at  the  trial,  if  not  previously  ob- 
jected to." 

Matter  not  well  pleaded  need  not  be  denied.  For  if  a  de- 
fendant merely  denies  what  is  non-essential  in  the  averments  of 
a  complaint,  it  is  an  admission  of  all  that  is  essential  to  a 
recovery,'  and  the  denial  of  such  averments  is  unnecessary. ^'^ 
Non-issuable  matter  need  not  be  traversed."  Hypothetical  al« 
legations  in  an  answer  are  insufficient"  But  where,  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  payment  could  not  be 
directly  alleged,  it  might  be  stated  in  this  way."  So,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  cause  of  action  alleged,  a  defendant  need  not  con- 
fess it;  he  may  aver  that  if  any  such  contract  was  made,  it  was 
made  jointly  with  others."  Averment  of  plaintiff's  belief  is 
not  traversable."    Allegations  anticipating  a  defense  need  not 

*  Steph.  PI.  19.  For  example,  see  Landers  v.  Bolton, 
'Westlako  v.  Moore,   19  Mo.  55C;    26  Id.  410;  Camden  v.  Mullen,  29  Id. 

but  see  Kiuney  v.  Osborne,  14  Cal.  1 12.  564. 

'  People  V.  Supervisors  of  San  Fran-  ^^  Sands  v.  St.  John,  23  How.  Pr. 

Cisco,  27  Cal.  G55.  140;   Fry  y.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.   54; 

*Cal.  Code  C.  P.,    sec.    453;  see  Pai-shall  v.  Tillou,   13  How.   Pr.   7; 

Frost  V.  Harford,  40  Cal.  160;  Felch  Newman  v.  Otto,  4  Sandf.  0C8;  Do- 

V.  Beaudry,  Id.  444.  ran  v.  Dinsmore,  33  Barb.  86;  S.  C,  20 

^'Racouillat  v.  Rene,  32  Cal.  450;  How.  Pr.  603;  Simonton  v.  Winter, 

Toland  v.  Sprague,  12  Pet.  300.  5  Pet.  140;  Greathouse  v.  Dunlop,  3 

*  Jones  V.  City  of   Petaluina,    36  McLean,  303. 

Cal.  230;  Doyle  v.  Franklin,  48  Id.  i^  Harbeck  v.  Craft,  4  Duer,  122; 

539;  see  also  Fry  v.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.  Edgertou  v.  Smith,  3  Id.  614. 

64.  levies  V.  Fanning,  9  Hom\  Pr.  543. 

''  Utica  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  3  Paige  ^^  Doran  v.  Dinsmore,  20  Id.  503; 

Ch.  210;  Wiswall  v.  Wandell,  3  Baxb.  Brown  v.  Rycknian,  12  Id.  313. 

Ch.  312.  1*  Taylor  v.  Richards,  9  Bosw.  679. 

»  Wail  V.  Buffalo  Water  Works  Co.,  ^^  Radway  v.  Mather,  5  Sandf.  654; 

18  N.  Y.  119.  Patterson  v.  Caldwell,  1  Mete.  (Ky.) 

*  Leffingwell  v.  Griffin,  31  Cal.  231.  492;  Walters  v.  Chinu,  Id.  502. 
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be  denied.^  Persons  who  make  contracts  with  a  corporation 
can  not  deny  its  leg^al  existence.'  The  credit  given  on  an  ac- 
count in  the  complaint  is  not  a  traversable  fact.' 

The  amount  of  damages  need  not  be  denied.*  So  the  amount 
of  damages  on  a  breach  of  covenant  need  not  be  denied/  So 
circumstances  of  aggravation  are  not  traversable.^  Nor  allega- 
tions of  special  damages,  unless  of  the  gist  of  the  action.^  In 
Indiana  matters  in  mitigation  of  damages  only,  except  in  actions 
for  libel  and  slander,  can  not  be  specially  pleaded  or  set  up  io 
the  answer,  but  should  be  given  in  evidence  under  tbe  g'eneral 
denial."  Allegations  of  matters  of  evidence  in  a  pleading  are 
not  issuable  facts.  If  the  answer  puts  in  issue  the  ultimate 
facts  resulting  from  the  evidence,  it  is  a  sufficient  denial.' 
Where  plaintiff's  declaration  averred  that  defendants  promised 
to  pay  plaintiffs  as  ''the  heirs  of  C,"  a  denial  that  plaiotifs 
were  the  heirs  of  C.  was  held  bad,  as  not  denying  any  material 
allegation.^"  Allegations  of  intention  showing  express  malice 
are  not  issuable  facts.^^  The  denial  of  time  or  place  at  which 
an  act  is  alleged  to  have  been  done  is  frivolous,  where  time  or 
place  are  not  the  substance  of  the  action."  Value  in  detention 
of  property  should  not  be  denied."  In  a  verified  answer  an 
evasion  of  the  controlling  fact  in  issue  is  a  strong  circumstance 
against  the  defendant.'^ 

A  denial  clearly  evasive  is  insufficient  to  raise  an  issue. ^^  In 
order  to  determine  whether  the  denials  of  an  answer  are  evasive, 
each  separate  denial  of  each  separate  allegation  must  be  taken 

1  Canfield  v.  Tobias,  21  CaL  349.  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,   17  Id.    123; 

'  White  V.  Ross,  15  Abb.  Pr.   66;  Livingston  v.  Hammer,  7  Bosw.  670; 

East  River  Bank  v.  Rogers,  7  Bosw.  Davison  v.  Powell,  JG  How.  Pr.  467; 

494;  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Weed,  Baker  v.  Bailey,  16  Barb.  54;  Salinger 

17  Barb.  378;  Park  Bank  v.  Tilton,  v.  Lusk,  7  How.  Pr.  43a 
15  Abb.  Pr.  384.  i^Connoss  v.  Meir,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 

'  Hodgins  v.  Hancock,  14  Mee.  &  314;    McKensie  v.  Farrell,  4  Bosw. 

W.  120.  193;  WoodruflF  v.  Cook,  25  Barb.  505; 

*  Van  Santv.  PI.  249.  see,  however,  Archer  v.  Boudinet,  1 

*Hackett    v.    Richards,    3    E.   D.  Code  R.,  N.  S.,  373.     Astowiierea 

Smith,  ]3;  Raymond  v.  Traffam,  12  denial  upon  information  and  belief  is 

Abb.  Pr.  52.  evasive  of  the   issue    tenderetl,    see 

« Bates  v.  Loomis,   6  Wend.    1.34;  Humphreys   v.   McCall,   9   Cal.   59; 

Gilbert  v.  Rounds.   14  How.  Pr.  49;  Brown  v.  Scott,  25  Id.  194;  Vassault 

Schnaderbeck  v.  Worth,  8  Abb.  Pr.  v.  Austin,  32  Id.   597;   Kdwanls  v. 

37.  Lent,  8  How.  Pr.  28;    Ketcham  v. 

'  Malony  v.  Dows,  15  How.  Pr.  265;  Zerega,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  554;  Kellogg 

Perring  v.  Harris,  2  M.  &  liob.  5.  v.  Baker,  15  Abb.  Pr.  287;  Taylor  v. 

8  Smith  v.  Lisher.  23  Ind.  600.  Luther,  2  Sumn.  228. 

•Moore  v.  Murdock,  20  Cal.  624;        »*  Baker  v.  Baker,  13  Cal.  87. 
Racouillat  v.  Rene,  32  Id.  450.  "  Bccbe  v.  Marvin,  17  Abb.  Pr.  194; 

1"  Chandler  v.  Chandler,  21  Ark.  95.  Lawrence  v.  Derby,  24  How.  Pr.  133; 

•"  Fry  v.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.  54.  note  15  Abb.  Pr.  346. 
i=»  Castro  v.  Wctmore,  16  Cal.  379; 
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by  itself.     If  the  answer  to  a  particular  allegation  is  a  denial  of 
it,  and  there  is  no  admission  in  the  answer  inconsistent  with 
this  denial,  an  issue  is  (airly  made.'     If  a  cause  is  tried  upon 
the  theory  that  the  answer  denies  the  allegation  of  the  com- 
plaint, the  plaintiff  will  not  he  permitted  to  raise  the  ohjection 
in   the  supreme  court,  that  the  answer  is  insufficient  in  this 
respect.'    An  answer  containing  a  different  version  of  the  trans- 
action to  that  contained  in  the  complaint  is  not  a  denial,'  as  it 
does  not  specially  controvert  the  allegations  contained  in  the 
complaint.*    Where  a  defendant  gives  a  different  version  of  the 
matter  in  controversy,  it  should  he  accompanied  hy  a  specific 
denial  of  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  not  consistent  with 
the  allegations  in  the  answer.^    A  denial  manifestly  inconsist- 
ent with  statements  of  fact  in  other  parts  of  the  same  pleading 
is  bad.'    A  mere  denial  of  interest  or  owuership  in  the  plaintiff 
will  be  insufficient  where  no  statement  of  fact  is  made  to  sustain 
it.'     "Where  a  negative  allegation  is  necessary  in  stating  the 
CMUse  of  action,  although  it  must,  of  course,  pi'ecede  an  aver- 
ment by  the  opposite  party  of  the  fact  negatived,  it  neverthe- 
less constitutes  the  basis  of  the  issue  joined  ]>y  the  subsequent 
averment,  and  the  latter  operates  as  a  traverse,  and  not  as  an 
avermeut  of  new  matter.'    A  denial  which  argumentatively  dis- 
putes a  fact  averred  in  the  complaint  is  demurrable,  as  the 
traverse  must  be  direct.'    Denials  must  not  be  in  the  alterna- 
tive, as  they  are  defective  in  form,  and  leave  it  uncertain  what 
is  denied.'**    A  party  can  not  controvert  the  declaration  he  has 
made  by  deed."     Under  tbe  provisions  of  section  45S,  California 
code  of  civil  procedure,  denials  contained  in  an  answer,  which  do 
not  explicitly  traverse  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
may  be  stricken  out  on  motion,  as  sham  and  irrelevant. *'    Al- 
though a  general  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  may, 
if  falsely  pleaded,  be  characterized  as  sham,  yet  an  inquiry  in  ad- 
vance of  the  trial  can  not  be  entertained  by  the  court  as  to  the 

^  Bacouillat  v.  Rene,  32  Cal.  450.  •  Livingston  v.  Harrison,  2  E.  D. 

»  White  V.  S.  R.  &  S.  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  Smith,  107. 

50  Cal.  417.  '  Russell  v.Clapp, 7 Barb. 482;  S.C., 

3  West  V.  Amer.  Ex.  B'k,  44  Barb.  4  How.  Pr.  347. 

176.  8  Frisch  v.  Caler,  21  Cal.  71. 

*  Wood  V.  Whiting,  21  Barb.  190;  "Gallagher  v.  Duulap,  2  Nev.  326; 
Levy  V.  Bend,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  169;  Mower  v.  Bnnlick,  4  McLean,  7; 
Hamilton  v.  Hough,  13  How.  Pr.  14;  Frisbee  v.  Liiuiiey,  23  Ind.  511. 
Coiwinv.  Corvin,  OBarb.  219;Looaey  *^  Otis  v.  Ross,  8  How.  Pr.  193; 
V.  Orser,  4  Bosw.  392;  see,  as  to  its  Corbin  v.  George.  2  Al)b.  Pr.  407. 
implying  a  denial  of  plaintiff's  title  to  "  Tartar  v.  Hall,  3  Cal.  263;  United 
relief,  Peck  V.  Brown,  26  How.  Pr.  350.  Statcj  v.  Thomprjou,  1  Ga.l.  388. 

*  Compare  Dykers  v.  Woodward,  7  ^^Tyuan  v.  W^aikcr,  35  Cal.  034. 
How.  Pr.  313. 
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good  faith  of  the  defendant  in  pleading  it,  nor  can  it  be  stricken 
out  as  sham  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff.' 

§  3177.  Admissions  in  the  Ans-wer.-r-But  no  proof  is  re- 
quired of  facts  admitted,  or  not  denied.'  An  admission  in  an 
answer  is  not  avoided  by  a  special  averment  of  immaterial 
matter.'  If  the  answer  contains  several  defenses  stated  sepa- 
rately, an  admission  made  in  one  answer,  for  the  purpose  of 
pleading  a  separate  defense,  does  not  destroy  the  effect  of  a 
denial  of  the  matter  thus  admitted  in  another  answer.^  In  Cal- 
ifornia, when  a  defense  is  founded  on  a  written  instruroeut, 
and  a  copy  is  contained  in  the  answer  or  annexed  thereto,  the 
genuineness  and  due  execution  will  be  deemed  admitted,  unless 
the  plaintiff,  within  ten  days  after  service  of  the  answer,  file 
with  the  clerk  and  serve  upon  the  defendant  an  affidavit  deny- 
ing the  same;  but  not  by  a  failure  to  controvert  the  same  on 
oath,  unless  the  plaintiff  be  permitted  to  inspect  the  original.' 
A  plea  which  admits  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  and  sets 
up  matter  in  avoidance,  is  not  objectionable  as  amounting  to 
the  general  issue."  Where  the  answer  avers  that  defendant  has 
in  all  respects  faithfully  kept  the  terms  and  complied  with  the 
conditions  of  the  contract,  but  does  not  specifically  deny  the 
breaches  set  out  in  the  complaint,  if  not  demurred  to,  the 
plaintiff  can  not  claim  that  the  allegations  charging  certain 
breaches  are  admitted  J  Proceedings  which  are  void  by  reason 
of  the  infirmity  of  the  statute  under  which  they  are  had  are 
not  cured  by  an  averment  in  a  complaint  that  they  were  duly 
and  legally  had;  and  a  failure  to  deny  the  averment  in  the 
answer  is  not  an  admission  that  the  proceedings  were  vaHd  or 
legal."  An  admission  by  an  attorney  of  record  of  the  correct- 
ness of  an  amount  due,  for  which  judgment  is  taken,  when  not 
done  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  his  client,  destroys  the  effect  of  a 
denial  in  an  answer."  And  if  a  defendant  in  his  answer  admits 
a  material  allegation  of  the  complaint,  he  is  precluded  from 
afterwards  contesting  it.*'' 

§  3178.  Ans-wer  not  Evidence. — ^An  answer  responsive  to 
and  denying  the  charges  in  a  bill  of  equity  is  not  evidence  for 
the  defendant.*^    An  answer  under  our  statute  is  not  proof  f^f 

^  Fay  V.  Obb,  51  CaL  313.  ^  Loler  v.  Cool,  37  Mo.  85. 

'Cai.  CJode  C.  P.,  sec.  4G2;  Patter-  *  People  v.  Hastings,  29  Cal.44n. 
son  V.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28.  »  Taylor  v.  RandalJ,  5  Cal.  79. 

^  Reed  v.  Calderwood,  32  Cal.  109.        "  Howard  v.  Throckraorton,  48  C'l 

*Siter  V.  Jewett,  33  Cal.  92;  Swift  482;  Simnagel  v.  Rcay,  47  Id.  GOS. 
▼.  Kingsley,  24  Barb.  541.  ^^  Goodwin  v.    Uauimond,  1)1  ^^ 

*  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  448,  449.  168;  Bostic  v.  Lovo,  16  Itl.  69. 

<^  Thomas  v.  Page,  3  McLean,  167. 
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defendant,  but  an  admission  in  tbe  answer  of  a  fact  stated  in 
the  complaint  is  conclusive  evidence  against  bim/  Omission 
to  plead  a  defense  specially  is  not  cured  by  tbe  introduction  of 
evidence  witbout  objection  in  support  of  it.* 

§  3179.  Verification  of  Answer  in  California.— An  an- 
swer  unverified  to  a  verified  complaint  may  be  stricken  out  on 
motion.'  But  if  the  plaintiff  goes  to  trial  on  tbe  merits  witb- 
out objecting  to  tbe  non-verification  of  tbe  answer,  be  will  not 
be  allowed  to  raise  the  point  in  tbe  appellate  court.^  When 
tbe  complaint  is  verified,  or  when  tbe  state,  or  any  officer  of  the 
state,  in  bis  official  capacity,  is  plaintiff,  tbe  answer  shall  be 
verified  also,'  except  when  the  admission  of  tbe  truth  of  tbe 
complaint  might  subject  tbe  party  to  prosecution  for  felony  or 
misdemeanor.'  By  verification  of  tbe  complaint  tbe  plaintiff 
can  prevent  tbe  defendant  from  interposing  a  general  deuial  in 
suits  on  promissory  notes  or  bills  of  exchange,  by  requiring  a 
sworn  answer.^  A  plea  that  denies  tbe  execution  of  tbe  instru- 
ment, when  required  to  be  sworn  to,  if  filed  witbout  affidavit, 
admits  the  execution  of  tbe  instrument,  but  may  be  good  for 
other  purposes,'  unless  an  inspection  of  the  original  is  refused.' 
If  a  fact,  which  is  directly  averred  in  one  part  of  a  verified 
pleading,  is  in  another  part  directly  denied,  whether  it  be  in 
tbe  statement  of  several  causes  of  action  in  a  complaint,  or  of 
several  defenses  in  an  answer,  tbe  party  verifying  it  is  guilty  of 
perjury,  and,  on  the  trial,  that  averment  which  bears  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader  will  be  taken  as  true.^°  Verifica- 
tion or  affidavit  to  a  plea  is  be]d  necessary  in  particular  cases. ^^ 
It  is  no  error  to  allow  the  defendant  to  verify  his  answer  before 
trial,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  plaintiff  is  thereby  taken  by 
surprise.''^  To  a  complaint  verified  the  defendant  filed  a  copy 
of  the  original  verified  answer,  by  mistake.  Parties  took  depo- 
sition under  tbe  pleading,  and  subsequently  went  to  trial. 
After  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  bis  counsel  then  for 
the  first  time  brought  the  mistake  to  the  notice  of  tbe  court,  by 

1  Fremont  v.  Seals,  18    Cal.    433;  414;  Sacramento  Co.  v.  Bird,  31  Cal. 

Blankraan  v.  Vallejo,  15  Id.  038.  73;  Corcoran  v.  Doll,  32  Id.  88;  Bur- 

•-'Smith  V.  Ovvena,  21  Cal.  11;  Mo-  net  v.  Stearns,  33  Id.  473. 

Comb  V.  Reed,  28  Id.  281.  »Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  449. 

3  Drum  V.  Whiting,  9  Cal.  422;  7  *^Bcll  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

How.  Pr.  36.  "  Bullock   v.   Van   Pelt.    1   Baldw. 

*McCullough  V.  Clark,  41  Cal.  208.  463;  Contee  v.  Garner,  2  CraucU  C. 

*  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  446.  C.    162;    Edmondson   v.   Barrell,   Id. 

«Id.;  N.  Y.  Code,  sec.  523.  228;  Fenwick  v.  Grimes,  5  Id.  603; 

'  Broi)ks  V.  Chilton,  6  Cal.  640.  McClintick  v.  Cummins,  2  Mclx'an, 

«Cal.   Code  C.  P.,  sec.   447;  Horn  98;  Thomas  v.  Clark,  Id.   194;  Bene- 

T.    Volcano  Water  Co.,    13  Cal.   02;  diet  v.  Maynard,  6  Id.  21. 

McClintick  v.  Johnston,   1  McLean,  ^^^\ji^ier  v.  Mastci-son,  6  Cal.  61. 
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moving  for  judgment  by  default,  which  motion  the  court  sus- 
tained, and  refused  to  allow  defendant  to  then  verify  his  an- 
swer; it  was  held  that  the  court  erred,  and  should  hare  allowed 
the  defendant  to  have  verified  his  answer.' 

§  3180.     Ne"W  Matter. — Under  the  code,  there  are  only  two 
classes  of  defenses  allowed.     The  first  consists  of  a  simple  de- 
nial; and  the  second,  of  the  allegation  of  new  affirmative  mat- 
ter; and  as  the  code  has  abolished  all  distinctions  in  the  forms 
of  action,  and  requires  only  a  simple  statement  of  the  facts 
constituting  the  cause  of  action  or  defense,  these  two  classes  of 
defense  must  be  the  same  in  all  cases.'    New  matter  is  ^rhere 
defendant  seeks  to  introduce  into  the  case  a  defense  not  dis- 
closed by  the  pleadings;  something  relied  upon  by  him,  but 
not  put  in  issue  by  the  plaiutiff,  and  is  such  as  defendant  must 
affirmatively  establish.'    Such  matter  must  be  specially  pleaded.* 
The  code  makes  no  difference  in  the  classes  of  new  matter,  for 
whatever  admits,  either  directly  or  by  way  of  necessary  impli- 
cation, that  a  cause  of  action  as  stated  in  the  complaint  once 
existed,  but  at  the  same  time  avoids  it  and  shows  that  it  has 
ceased  to  exist,  is  new  matter.^    But  if  the  facts  averred  in  the 
answer  only  show  that  some  essential  allegation  of  the  com- 
plaint is  untrue,  then  they  are  not  new  matter,  but  only  a 
traverse.®    The  code  provides  that:  2.  The  answer  shall  con- 
tain a  statement  of  any  new  matter  constituting  a  defense  or 
counter-claim.^     The  answer  must   allege   those  facts,  which, 
when  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  is  admitted  or  proved,  the  de- 
fendant must  prove  in  order  to  defeat  a  recovery.*    Such  alle- 
gations must  be  affirmatively  established;  therefore,  if  the  07^lLS 
of  proof  is  thrown  upon  the  defendant,  it  is  new  matter.*    For 
under  the  statute  of  California,  the  affirmative  allegations  of 
an  answer  stand  controverted  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  burden 
is  on  defendant  to  prove  the  truth  of  such  allegations.^"    To 

1  Arrington  v.  Tupper.  10  Cal.  464.      zier  v.    Clift,   Id.   303;    Ayiiuilt    v. 

*  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  22.  Chamberlin,  33  Barb.  237;  Jacobs  v. 
»Id.;  Bridges    v.    Paige,    13   Cal.     Rensen,12Abb.Pr.390;Pierv.Finch, 

640.  29  Barb.  170;  Eapalee  v.  Stewart,  "27 

*  Coles  V.  SoTilsby,  21  Cal.  47;  Mor-  N.  Y.  310;  Fry  v.  Bennett,  28  IiL 
rell  V.  Irving  Ins.  Co.,  33  N.  Y.  429.  324;  Simmons  v.  Law,  8  Bosw.  213; 

*  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  22;  Gla-  DiDgeldein  v.  Thu'd  Av.  R,  R.  Co., 
zer  V.  Clift,  Id.  303;  Brazill  v.  Isham,  9  Id.  79;  Beatty  v.  Swarthout,  32 
2  Kern.  17;  Bellinger  v.  Craigue,  31  Barb.  293;  Horton  v.  Rubling,  3  Nev. 
Barb.    537;    Carter    v.    Koezlcy,    14  498. 

Abb.  Pr.  147;  Wahod  v.  Bennett,  6  •  Thompson  v.   Lee,   8    Cal.    275; 

Barb.  144.  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Id.  22. 

^Goddard  v.  Fulton,  21  Cal.  430.  »»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  462;  B.-yan 

^  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  4.^7,  subd.  2.  v.  Maume,  28  Cal.  238. 
«  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  22;  Gla- 
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admit  evidence  of  Buch  new  matter,  therefore,  it  must  be  spe* 
ciallj  pleaded.' 

Affirmative  allegations  in  the  answer,  in  effect  only  denials, 
are  not  new  matter.'  For  new  matter  confesses  and  avoids  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint.' 
An  answer  or  a  count  seeking  to  avoid  the  cause  of  action,  stated 
in  the  complaint  by  new  matter,  should  confess,  directly  or  by 
implication,  that  but  for  the  new  matter,  justification,  or  avoid- 
ance, the  action  could  be  maintained.^  It  is  essential  to  the 
sufficiency  of  an  answer  stating  new  matter  as  a  defense  that  it 
state  facts  which,  if  true,  will  bar  the  action,  or  so  much  of  it 
as  is  attempted  to  be  answered.^  A  special  plea  containing  new 
matter,  but  with  no  appropriate  conclusion,  is  bad  upon  special 
demurrer.'  New  matter  occurring  after  issue  joined  must  be  set 
up  by  supplemental  answer.^  A  levy  by  a  sheriff  set  forth  in 
the  answer  as  a  defense  is  new  matter." 

§  3181.  Matters  that  must  be  Specially  Pleaded  are: 
Abandonment  of  land; '  abatement;  ^°  another  action  pending;  ** 
accord  and  satisfaction; "  pleas  in  justification,  as  an  attachment 
or  execution.''  Composition  with  creditors  should  be  specially 
pleaded; ^^  a  counter-claim  should  be  specially  pleaded;'^  so 
of  disclaimers,^'  equitable  titles,  defenses,  and  estoppels." 
Eviction  must  be  specially  pleaded."  So  former  recovery** 
must  be  specially  set  up  in  the  answer.  Fraud  must  be 
specially  pleaded;  **  so  a  grant  of  an  easement  or  servitude;'* 

1  Walton  V.  Minturn,  1  Cal.  .362;  Felchv.  Beaudry,  40Id.  439;  Larcov. 

Piercy    v.  Subiu,    10  Id.   30;  Buck-  Clements,  30  Id.  132;  Cal.  Code  C.  P., 

man  v.  Brett,  13  Abb.  Pr.  119;  Field  sec.  430,  subd.  3,  and  sec.  433. 

V.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  2  Seld.  179;  Mc-  »^  Sweet  v.  Burdett,  40  Cal.  97. 

Kyring  v.  Bull.  16  N.  Y.  297;  N.  Y.  "Thornburgh  v.  Hand,  7  Cal.  564; 

Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nat.  Pro.  Ins.  Co.,  Grimes  v.  Fall,  15  Id.  66;  Treat  v. 

20  Barb.  408;  Sandford  v.  Travers,  7  Liddel,  10  Id.  303;   Killey  v.  Scan- 

B.)8w.   498;  Wright  v.  Delafield,  25  nell,  12  Id.  73;  Bickerstaff  v.  Doub, 

N.  Y.  206.  19  Id.  112;  Stout  v.  Macy,  22  Id.  650; 

-Goddard  v.  Fulton,  21  Cal.  430.  People  v.  Hughes,  29  Id.  529;  Mc- 

*Simonton  v.  Winter,  5  Pet.  140;  Comb  v.  Reed,  28  Id.  281. 

Greathoiise  v.  Dunlap,  3  McLean,  303;  "  Smith  v.  Owens,  21  Cal.  11. 

Gregor>'  v.  Trainor,  4  E.  D.   Smith,  "  Shaw  v.  Andrews,  9  Cal.  74. 

5S;  Anibal  v.  Hunter,  6 How.  Pr.  255;  «Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  739;  Landia 

Sayles  v.  Wooden,  Id.  84;  Lewis  v.  v.  Turner,  14  Cal.  576;  De  Uprey  v. 

Kendall,  Iil.  59;  Arthur  v.  Brooks,  De  Uprcy,  27  Id.  331. 

14  Barb.  533.  "  Clarke  v.  Huber,  25  Cal.  597;  Car- 

*  Anson  v.  Dwight,   18  Iowa,  241.  penter  v.  Oakland,  30  Id.  439;  Flan- 

*  Carter  v.   Koezley,  9  Bosw.  5S3.  deau  v.  Downey,  23  Id.  354;  Stone  v. 

*  Leslie  V.  Harlow,  18  N.  H.  518.  Elkins,  24   Id.    124,   146;    Bruck  v. 
Messup  V.  King,  4  Cal.  331.  Tucker,  42  Id.  346. 

8i^Iulfurd  V.  Estudillo,  23  Cal., 94.  »8 Hastings  v.  Halleck,  10  Cal.  30. 

»  VVillson  V.  Cleavcland,  30  Cal.  192;  "  Marshall  v.  Shafter,  32  Cal.  176. 

St.  John  V.  Ki.ld,  20  Id.  266.  *°  People  v.  Supervisors,  27  Cal.  656. 

"  llcntsch  V.  Porter,  10  Cal.  555.  "  American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27  Cal. 

^1  Walsworth  v.  Johnson,  41  Cal.  61 ;  368. 
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that  plaintiff  is  not  the  real  party  in  interest;  release;^  the 
statute  of  frauds;'  the  statute  of  limitations;'  subsequentlj 
acquired  title; ^  tax  titles;^  unworkmanlike  manner  of  doing 
work;"  want  of  capacity  to  sue;^  that  items  are  overcharged  in 
an  account.'  Prior  claim  to  water  in  a  third  person  must  he 
specially  pleaded.' 

§  3182.  Matter  in  Avoidance. — The  cases  are  so  numerous 
where  defendant  should  specially  plead  matters  in  avoidance  or 
estoppel,  that  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  make  more  than  a  refer- 
ence to  those  coming  under  this  general  proposition.  Matters 
in  avoidance  must  be  specially  pleaded;  they  can  not  be  used 
as  defenses,  under  an  answer  which  is  a  simple  denial  of  the 
allegations.^^  Matter  of  avoidance  ansing  since  suit  brought, 
but  pleaded  at  the  first  term  at  which  the  defendant  appears, 
need  not  be  pleaded  puis  darrein  continuance,^^  Such  a  plea 
must  have  the  same  certainty  as  to  time  and  place  as  other 
pleas,  and  if  it  does  not  allege  the  day  on  which  the  matter 
pleaded  happens,  it  is  bad."  The  plaintiff  and  defendant 
respectively  may  be  allowed,  on  motion,  to  make  a  supple- 
mental complaint  or  answer,  alleging  facts  material  to  the  case 
occurring  after  the  former  complaint  or  answer."  A  plea  puU 
darrein  continuance  is  a  relinquishment  of  all  preceding  pleas,** 
and  its  allowance  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. ^'  When  this 
plea  is  adjudged  bad  on  demurrer,  judgment  is  final  against  the 
defendant.*' 

§  3183.  Pleas  in  Abatement. — A  plea  in  abatement  de- 
feats the  present  proceeding;  *^  but  a  plea  in  bar  goes  to  the 
merits,  and  admits  that  plaintiff  once  had  a  right  of  action,  but 
insists  that  it  is  determined;*'  and  an  answer  in  abatement, 
when  taken  with  a  plea  in  bar,  can  not  be  made  available;  '*  but 
\inder  the  New  York  code  a  plea  in  abatement  is  properly 

"  Turner  v.  Caruthers,  17  CaL  431.  "Cummings  v.  Smith,  60  Me.  568. 

«  Osborne  v.  Endicott,  G  Cal.  149.  "  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  4G4. 

»Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  458;  Grattan  ^*  Tanner  v.  Roberts,  1  Mo.  416;  1 

V.  Wiggins,  23  CaL  10;  Schroeder  v.  Burr.  Pr.  424;  Lincoln  v.  Thrall,  26 

Jahns,  27  Id.  278;  English  v.  Super-  Vt.  305;  Wallace  v.  McConncll,  13 

visors,  19  Id.  476.  Pet.  136;  Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  5  Id.  223: 

*  Moss  V.  Shear,  30  Cal.  468.  Spafford  v.  W^oodruff,  2  McLean,  191; 

^  Ilusscll    V.    Mann,   22  Cal.    132;  Good  v.  Davis,  Hcmpst.  16;  Wisdom 

McMinn  v.  O'Connor,  27  Id.  246.  v.  W^illiams,  Id.  460. 

« Kendall  v.  Vallejo,  1  Cal.  371.  '^  Nettles  v.  Sweazea,  2  Mo.   100; 

'  Cal.  S.  Nav.  Co.  v.  Wright,  8  Cal.  Thomas  v.  Van  Doren,  6  Id.  201. 

585.  »«  McKeen  v.  Parker,  51  Me,  389. 

"Terry  v.  Sickles,  13  Cal.  427.  "  1  Chit.  145. 

•Humphreys  v.  McCall,  9  Cal.  59.  "  1  Chit.  469. 

><>Ga8kilI  v.  Moore,  4  Cal.  233.  "  Spencer  v.  Lapslcy,  20  How.  U. 

11  Cutter  v.  FoLjom,  17  N.  H.  139.  S.  204. 
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joined  in  the  same  answer  with  a  defense  in  bar.'  It  is  a  bad 
mode  of  pleading  to  unite  pleas  in  abatement  and  pleas  to  the 
merits,  and  if,  after  pleas  in  abatement,  a  defense  be  interposed 
going  to  the  merits  of  the  controyersj,  the  grounds  alleged  in 
abatement  become  thereby  immaterial,  and  are  waived.'  Where 
there  is  a  plea  to  the  merits,  and  issue  joined  thereon,  and  the 
parties  go  to  trial  accordingly,  irregularities  previously  set  up 
by  pleas  in  abatement  and  demurrers  to  them  are  waived.' 
Under  the  California  code^  the  defendant  is  permitted  to  set  forth 
in  his  answer  as  many  defenses  as  he  may  have.  If  certain 
matters,  as  another  action  pending,  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
complaint,  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  demurrer;  but  if  it 
does  not  so  appear,  it  may  be  taken  by  answer.  Matters  in 
abatement  are  then  proper  in  an  answer,  and  may  be  pleaded 
with  other  defenses.  Matter  in  abatement  which  merely  defeats 
the  present  proceeding  must  be  specially  set  up  in  the  answer, 
with  such  particularity  as  to  exclude  every  conclusion  to  the 
contrary.*  Such  pleas  are  not  favored.  The  party  pleading 
them  relies  on  technical  law  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's  action,  and 
is  held  to  **  technical  exactness  in  his  pleading."* 

§  3184.  Pleas  in  Bar.— Wherever  the  subject-matter  of  the 
plea  or  defense  is  that  tbe  plaintiff  can  not  maintain  any  action 
at  any  time,  whether  present  or  future,  in  respect  of  the  sup- 
posed cause  of  action,  it  may  and  usually  must  be  pleaded  in 
bar,  and  must  be  specially  set  up;  but  matter  which  merely  de- 
feats the  present  proceeding,  and  does  not  show  that  the  plaint- 
iff is  forever  concluded,  sbould  in  general  be  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment.^ Where  a  plea  in  answer  is  but  notice  of  special  matter 
by  way  of  abatement,  and  goes  to  but  part  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, it  can  not  be  relied  on  as  a  plea  in  bar.'  It  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient objection  to  the  plea  that  it  avers  that  the  obligation  was 
obtained  from  him  by  fraudulent  representations,  or  that  it 
concludes  with  a  general  prayer  for  judgment.  Pleas  in  bar 
are  not  to  receive  a  narrow  and  merely  technical  construction, 
but  are  to  be  construed  according  to  their  entire  subject-matter. 
In  this  respect  there  is  a  difference  between  pleas  in  bar  and 

1  Sweet  V.  Tnttle,  14  N.  Y.  465;        •  Thompson  v.  Lyon,  14  Cal.  42; 
Gardner  v.  Clark,  21  Id.  399.  Larco  v.  Clements,  36  Id.  132;  Anon- 

*  iSheppard  v.  Graves,  14  How.  U.     ymous,  Hempst.  215. 

S.  r)Oj;  Fenwick  v.  Grimes,  5  Cranch        ^  Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  Cal.  5o5. 
C.  C.  603.  8  United  States  v.  Dashiel,  4  Wall. 

'Bell  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Wall  598.  182;  Leslie  v.  Harlow,  18  N.  H.  518; 

*  Cal.  Code  C  P.,  sec.  441.  Fitzsimmons  v.  City  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  18 

*  Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  CaL  665;  Wis.  234. 
Tooma  v.  RandaU,  3  Id.  438. 
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• 

pleas  in  abatement.^  Upon  a  hearing  on  an  issue  on  a  plea  in 
bar  to  a  bill  in  chancer j,  no  question  arises  as  to  the  sufiSciency 
of  the  plea  in  point  of  law;  it  is  only  necessary  to  be  proved  in 
point  of  faot.^  Pleas  in  bar  which  seek  to  avoid  the  eqaity  of 
the  case  are  not  to  be  favored.'  An  answer  setting  up  in  bar 
to  a  whole  cause  of  action  a  matter  which  constitutes  a  bar  to 
only  a  part  of  it  is  bad/  Where  there  are  several  items  in  a 
plea  in  bar,  there  must  be  enough  items  in  the  whole,  each  cue 
well  pleaded,  to  meet  the  whole  of  the  demand.^  An  error  in 
the  prayer  for  judgment  in  a  plea  i,n  bar  will  not  prevent  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment  appropriate  to  the  substance  of  the 
plea,  confessed  by  general  demurrer."  A  plea  to  a  bill  in  equity 
may  be  good  in  part,  and  not  so  in  the  whole;  and  the  court 
will  allow  it  as  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  it  is  properly  apphca- 
ble,  unless  it  has  the  vice  of  duplicity  in  it/  So  if  any  one  of 
several  pleas,  going  to  the  whole  merits  of  the  case,  is  well 
pleaded,  and  contains  a  full  and  sufficient  answer,  it  will  en- 
title the  defendant  to  judgment.' 

§  3185.  EfTeot  of  Special  Pleas. — A  plea  to  the  merits  is 
a  waiver  of  all  pleas  in  abatement  subsequent  to  it,'  and  of 
all  former  irregular! ties.^°  Hence  it  is  too  late  to  object  that  a 
writ  has  no  seal  after  the  defendant  has  pleaded  to  its  merits;" 
or  to  a  mistake  in  the  writ,  or  variance  between  the  count  and 
the  writ,  which  must  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment.^^ It  can  not  be  taken  advantage  of  on  general  demurrer;'' 
nor  by  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. ^^  So  of  omission  to  in- 
dorse a  writ.'^  In  California,  the  remedy  for  such  variance  is  by 
motion.  If  a  party  fail  to  plead  matter  in  bar  to  the  original 
action,  and  judgment  pass  against  him,  he  can  not  afterwards 

^  Withers  v.  Greene,  9  How.  U.  S.        ■  Brown  v.  Duchesne,  2  Curt.  C.  C. 
213.  97;  People  etc.  v.  See.  for  Prop,  of 

*  Hughos  V.  Blake,  1  Mason,  615.        Gospel,  2  Paine,  545. 

»  See  Piatt  v.   Oliver,  1  McLean,  »  Winter  v.  Norton,  1  Or.  42;  Pot- 

295.  ter  v.  Smith,  7  R.  I.  55;  Potter  v. 

*  Piatt  V.  Oliver,  1  McLean,  295;  James,  Id.  313;  Fugate  v.  Glasscock, 
Lewis  V.  Baird,  3  Id.  56;  McClintic's  7  Mo.  577. 

Adm'r  v.  Cary,  22  Ind.  170;  Richard-  '•  Bell  v.  Puiilroad  Co.,  4  Wall.  5». 

son  V.  Hickman,  Id.  244;  Postmaster-  ^'  Potter  v.  Smith,  7  R.  I.  55. 

general  V.  Roedcr,  4  Wash.  C  C.  C78;  "Chirac  v.   Keinicker,   11    Wheat 

Culbertson  V.Wabash  Navigation  Co.,  280;  McK(;nna  v.  Fisk,  1  How.  U.  S. 

4  McLean,   544;   and  see  Parker  v.  241;  compare  Burrow  v.  Dickson,  1 

Lewis,  llempst.  72;  Peyatte  v.  Eng-  Overt.  366. 

Ush,  Id.  24.  '» Duvall   v.  Craig,    2   \Micat.  45; 

*  Mullanphy  v.  Phillipson,  1  Mo.  Wilder  v.  McCormick,  2  Bhitchf.  31; 
188.  Triplet  v.  Warfield,  2  Cranch  C.  C. 

^  Withers  v.  Greene,  9  How.  U.  S.  237. 
213.  »*  Wilson's  Adm'r  v.  Berry,  2  Cwnch 

'  Kirkpatrick   v.  White,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  707. 
C.  C.  595.  '^  Miller  y.  Gages,  4  McLean,  436. 
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plead  it  in  another  action  founded  on  that  judgment,  nor  in  a 
scire  facias.^  Special  pleas,  the  averments  of  which  amount 
only  to  the  general  issue,  are  bad.*  A  special  plea,  simply  a 
traverse  of  a  portion  of  the  facts  which  plaintiff  is  bound  to 
prove  to  establish  a  prima  facie  right  to  recover,  is  bad,  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue.'  In  Alabama,  it  is  no  objec- 
tion that  a  special  plea  presents  matter  of  defense  available 
under  the  general  issue,  which  is  also  pleaded.*  Bad  pleas 
which  are  cured  by  verdict  are  those  which,  allhough  tbey 
would  be  bad  on  demurrer,  because  wrong  in  form,  yet  still 
coutain  enough  of  substance  to  put  in  issue  all  the  material 
points  of  the  declaration."  Where  the  pleas  are  bad,  they 
should  be  demurred  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and  not  traversed;  but 
after  the  verdict  of  the  jury  the  same  effect  will  be  given  to 
them  as  if  they  had  been  demurred  to;  and  they  are  not  aided 
by  the  fact  that  immaterial  issues  have  been  formed  upon  them, 
and  found  for  the  defendant.'  Where  an  averment  in  a  plea 
purports  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  the  defendant, 
it  is  bad  on  demurrer.'  V  • 


CHAPTER   11. 

FORMS  OF  DENIALS  IN  ANSWER. 

§  3186.    General  Denial— Positive. 

Form  No.  684, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  [or,  if  only  a  part  of  the  defendants 
join,  the  defendants  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  answer]  the  complaint  of 
the  plaintiff  herein,  and  denies  generally  and  specifically  each 
and  every  allegation  in  the  said  complaint  contained. 

§  3187.  Definition  and  Form  of  Generea  Denial.— There 
are  but  two  forms  in  which  a  defendant  can  controvert  the  al- 
legations of  a  verified  complaint:  1.  Positively,  when  the  facts 
are  within  his  personal  knowledge;  and,  2.  Upon  informa- 
tion and  belief,  when  they  are  not.'  But  now  by  the  California 
code  of  civil  procedure,"  he  may  also  place  his  denial  on  the 

1  DickBon  v.  Wilkinaon,  3  How.  U.        »  Knoebel  v.  Kircher,  33  111.  308. 
S.  57.  *  Hopkiiison    v.    Shelton,  37   Ala. 

2  Matthews  v.  Matthews,  2  Curt.     306. 

C.  C.  105;  Halstcd  v.  Lyon,  2  Mc-  '^Garland v.  Davis, 4 How. U.S.  131. 

Lean,   22G;   Dibble  v.    Duncan,    Id.  ^  Tarns  v.  Lewis,  42  Pa.  St.  402. 

553;  Curtia  v.  Central  Railway,  6  Id.  ^  Barclay  v.  Ross,  .32  111.  211. 

401;   Parker   v.  Lewis,  Heuipst.   72;  ®  Curtis  v.  Richards,  9  Cal.  33;  S. 

Vowell  V.  Lyles,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  329;  F.    Gas   Company  v.  San  Francisco, 

Liter  v.  Green,  2  Wheat.  306;  Van  Id.  453. 

Ness  V.  Forrest,  8  Cranch,  30.  "  Sec.  437. 
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ground  that  he  bas  no  information  or  belief  on  tbe  subject  suffi- 
cient to  answer  the  allegations  in  the  complaint.  A  general 
denial  is  a  denial  in  gross  of  all  the  allegations  of  tbe  com- 
plaint.^ Such  a  denial  only  puts  in  issue  tbe  allegations  of  tbe 
complaint.*  Under  the  California  code  of  civil  procedure,*  if 
tbe  complaint  be  verified,  the  answer  must  contaiu  a  speei^c 
denial  of  each  allegation  controverted.  The  mere  form  of  tbe 
denial  is  not  material,  provided  it  directly  traverses  tbe  allega- 
tion which  it  is  intended  to  meet.*  *•  The  defendant  for  answer 
says  he  denies,"  etc.,  is  in  form  6f  expression  unexceptional, 
and  tbe  court  will  not  call  in  question  the  fact  of  denial.*  A 
general  denial  which  ''denies  each  and  every  allegation  alleged 
in  said  complaint"  is  sufficient.'  But  a  denial  of  eacb  and  eveiy 
material  allegation  of  complaint  is  bad,  as  being  evasive/  Tbe 
legal  effect  of  such  denials  is  not  changed  by  expressions  show- 
ing that  they  were  intended  to  be  specific."  The  denial  should 
not  be  of  "  all  the  allegations,"  but  of  '*  eacb  and  all,"  or  **  eacb 
and  every,"  and  a  denial  of  all  the  material  allegations,  tbougb 
good  on  demurrer,  is  not  sufficiently  certain  and  epeclfic' 
**  That  no  allegation  thereof  is  true,"  was  recommended  by  the 
code  commissioners  of  New  York.***  "Denies  each  and  every 
allegation  in  said  complaint  contained,  not  herein  epecificallj 
admitted  or  specifically  controverted,"  has  been  sustained."  If 
several  material  matters  are  stated  in  the  complaint  conjunc- 
tively, an  answer  which  undertakes  to  deny  them  as  a  whole 
conjunctively  stated  is  evasive,  and  an  admission  of  the  allega- 
tion attempted  to  be  denied.^^  If  a  denial,  although  informal, 
has  been  treated  by  the  parties  as  sufficient  on  tbe  trial,  the 
same  effect  will  be  given  it  on  appeal.^' 

§  3188.  What  Evidence  is  Admissible. ^Under  tbe  gen- 
eral denial  authorized  by  the  code,  evidence  of  a  distinct  affirma- 
tive defense  is  not  admissible.  The  defendant  is  limited  to 
contradicting  the  plaintiff's  proof,  and  disproving  the  case 

'  Dennison  v.  DeDnison,  9  How.  Pr.  R.,  N.  S.,  228;  Seward  v.  Miller,  6 

246;  Seward  v.  Miller,  C  Id.  312.  How.  Pr.  312. 

2  Giazer  v.  Clift,  10  Cal.  303;  Ck)les  '  Mattison  v.  Smith,  19  Abb.  Pr.2SS. 
V.  Soulsby,  21  Id.  47.  *  Hensley  v.  Tartar,  U  Cal.  508. 

»  Sec.  437.  »  Lewis  v.  Coulter,  10  Ohio  St  4:)1. 

*  Hill  V.  Smith,  27  Cal.  476.    '  "See  Report,  p.  128,  for  the  reason- 

*  Espinosa  v.  Gregory,  40  CaL  58;  ing  thereon. 

Jones  V.  Ludlum,  74  N.  Y.  61 ;  Moen  "  Parsliall  v.  Tillon,  13  How  Pr.  7; 

V.   Eldred,  22  Minn.   538;  Munn  v.  Hunt  v.  Bennett,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  G4T; 

Tauiiuan,  1  Kan.  254.  Davison  v.  Schermerhom,  1  Barb.  4S0. 

8  Kellogg  V.  Church,  4   How.    Pr.  "  Doll  v.  Good,  38  Cal.  287. 

339;  but  see  Dennison  v.  Dcnuison,  9  "  Hiatt  v.  School  District,  3  West 

Id.  246;  Rosenthal  v.  Brush,  1  Code  Coast  Rep.  460. 
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made  by  him.'  Persons  sued  for  any  matter,  act,  or  thing 
done  under  the  copyright  law  may  plead  the  general  issue  and 
g'ive  the  special  matter  in  evidence.'  In  an  action  on  an  in- 
debtedness the  defendant,  under  the  general  denial,  may  prove 
that  he  was  never  indebted  at  all.  or  that  he  owes  less  than  is 
claimed,  or  that  services  were  rendered  as  a  gratuity,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  or  that  plaintiff  had  himself  fixed  a  less  price  for  his 
services  than  he  claims  to  recover.'  A  denial  of  indebtedness 
alleged  in  the  complaint  is  held  available  as  equivalent  to  plea 
of  nil  debet,*  Defendant  can  not  prove  an  eviction  on  a  claim 
for  rent  in  arrear,  under  the  plea  nil  debet,  or  general  denial. 
And  consequently  an  eviction  must  be  set  up  in  the  answer.^ 
In  California  the  defense  of  payment  is  admissible  under  the 
general  denial  of  indebtedness,'  but  in  most  of  the  states 
payment  is  considered  new  matter  which  must  be  specially 
2>leaded.^ 

§  3189.  When  General  Denial  is  Allcwable.— A  defend- 
ant after  specifically  admitting  some  of  the  allegations  may 
make  a  general  denial  as  to  the  rest;'  or  as  to  all  within  certain 
specified  folios.'  Where  the  facts  alleged  were  presumptively 
within  the  defendant's  knowledge,  he  must  admit  or  deny  posi- 
tively, unless  there  be  something  special  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  case."  So  held  in  action  for  assault."  So  of  bond 
executed  by  defendant  as  surety."  So  in  contract,  where  com- 
plaint specifically  alleges  contract."    So  in  defendant  causing 

'  Beatty   v.   Swarthont,  32    Barb.  Fire  Ins.  Co..  33  N.  Y.  429;  Martin 

293.  V.    Piigh,  23  Wis.    184;    Phillips  v. 

»U.  S.  R.  S.,  ed.  1875,  sec.  4969.  Jarvis,   19  Id.  204;   Knapp  v.  Kun- 

'  Scherraerhorn  v.  Van  Allen,    18  als,  37  Id.  135. 

Barb.  29;  Andrews  v.  Bond,  16  Id.  ^Parehall  v.  Tillou,  13  How.  Pr.  7; 

633.  Blaisdell  v.  Raymond,  6  Abb.  Pr.  148; 

*  Simmons  v.  Sisson,  26  N.  Y.  264.  Smith  v.  Wells,  20  How.  Pr.  I.kS. 

^  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  30,  over-  »Gas8ett  v.  Crocker,  9  Abb.  Pr.  39; 

ruling  McLaren  v.  Spaulding,  2  Id.  Blake  v.  Eldred,  18  How.  Pr.  240. 

510.  'oVassault  v.  Austin,  32  Cal.  697; 

cprisch  V.  Calor,  21  Cal.  71;  Fair-  Humphreys  v.  McCall,  9  Id.  59; 
child  V.  Amsbaugh,  22  Id.  572;  Wet-  Brown  v.  Scott,  25  Id.  194;  Shear- 
more  V.  San  Francisco,  44  Id.  294;  man  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Mills,  1  Al>b.  Pr. 
Davanay  v.  EggcnhofiF,  43  Id.  395;  187;  Thome  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Mills  Co., 
Brown  v.  Orr,  29  Id.  120;  Brooks  v.  10  How.  Pr.  19;  Lewis  v.  Acker,  11 
Chilton,  6  Id.  640;  Staab  v.  Jara-  Id.  163;  Edwards  v.  Lent,  8  Id.  28; 
mUlo,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  57.  Falcs  v.  Hicks,  12  Id.  153;  Slater  v. 

"  Hubler  v.  PuUen,  9  Ind.  273;  Baker  Maxwell,  6  Wall.  268. 

V.   Ki5?tler,    13    Id.   63;    Stevens    v.  "  Richardson  v.  Wilson,  4  Sandf. 

Thompson,    5    Kan.    305;    Clark   v.  708. 

Speuccr,    14  Id.  398;    McKyring  v.  ^^Hance  v.  Remming,  1  Code  R., 

Bull,  IG  N.  Y.  297;  Tcxier  v.  Gouin,  N.  S.,  204. 

5  Duer,  389;  Seward  v.  Torrenoe,  5  "Ord  v.  Steamer  Uncla  Sam,   13 

N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  323;  Edson  v.  Dillaye,  CaL  369. 
8  How.   Pr.  273;    Morrill  v.  Irving 
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process  to  issue. ^     So  of  fact  admitted  bj  original  defendact.* 
So  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  partner.* 
§•  3190.    General  Denial  as  to  Part  of  a  Pleading. 

Form  No,  685. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  denies  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  tlie 

paragraphs  numbered and ,  on  folios and 

of  plaintiff's  complaint. 

§  3191.  Part  Denial. — Where  the  cause  of  action  is  divisi- 
ble, or  where  several  causes  of  action  are  stated,  defendant  in 
his  answer  may  deny  part  or  some  or  one  of  the  causes  of 
action,  and  leave  the  residue  unanswered.^  But  the  effect  of 
partial  denial  will  be  limited  to  the  precise  ground  covered.* 

§  3192.  General  Denial  of  One  of  Several  Causes  of 
Aetion. 

Form  No.  6S6, 
[Title,] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  first  action  contained  in  ibe 
complaint  herein,  and  denies  each  and  every  action  in  the  com- 
plaint respecting  the  same. 

§  3193.    Denial  by  Articles. 

Form  No.  687, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies  each  aiul 
every  allegation  contained  in  the  [third  and  fifth]  articles  thereof, 

§  3194.  Effect  and  Form  of.— Where  the  defendant  relies 
on  a  state  of  facts  single  and  indivisible,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
separately  and  distinctly  state  and  number  each  mitigating  cir- 
cumstance.' If  the  pleadings  are  under  oath,  and  the  replica- 
tions in  response  to  a  material  averment  of  the  answer  uuJer- 
take  to  deny,  by  saying  '*it  is  not  true,"  etc.,  the  replication  is 
evasive,  and  does  not  specifically  deny  the  averment.^  And  only 
such  allegations  should  be  denied  as  defendant  intends  to  con- 
trovert.' A  denial  can  not  be  made  by  implication.*  Eacli 
pro2>osition  should  be  separately  denied.^"    Nor  should  two  or 

'  Lawrance  v.  Derby,  15  Abb.  Pr.  *  S.  F.  Gas  Co.  v.  San  Francisco,  9 

346.  Cal.  4j.3;  Anable  v.  Gouklin,  2.')  N.  Y. 

•-'  Forbes  v.  Waller,  25  N.  Y.  430.  470;  affirming  S.  C,  16  AW).  Pr.  i'^^; 

'  Chapman  v.  Palmer,  12  How.  Pr.  Fairchild  v.  Kushmore,  8  Bosw.  G:'''. 

38.  •  Kinyon  v.  Palmer,  20  Iowa,  l'*^- 

*Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  441;  Smith  '  Vcrzan  v.  McGregor,  23  Oil.  ti^O. 

V.  Shufelt,  3  Code  II.  17o;  Tracy  v.  "NewcH  v.  Doty,  33  N.  Y.  ^. 

Humphrey,  Id.   190;  Willis  v.   Tag-  •  West  v.  American  Ex.  Bai'k,  4i 

fard,  0  How.  Pr.  433;  Genessce  Mut.  Barb.  17*"). 

lis.  Co.  V.  Moynihen,  5  Id.  322;  Long-  i'^ Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  437:  M'^n-  v. 

worthyv.Knapp,  4Abb.Pr.  115;0tis  Del  Vallo,    28    Cal.    170;    FiUa  v. 

V.  Koss,  8  How.  Pr.  193.  Bunch,  30  Id.  208. 
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more  grounds  of  defense  be  stated,  when  one  of  them  would 
be  as  effectual  in  law  as  all  of  tbem.^  Such  denials  would  be 
bad  for  duplicity,  which  must  be  avoided.^  A  specific  denial  of 
one  or  more  allegations  is  Leld  to  be  an  admission  of  all  others 
well  pleaded.'  Denials  of  several  allegations  are  but  one  de- 
fense/ A  Special  traverse,  as  originally  devised  and  used,  was 
simply  a  mode  by  which  the  pleader  in  the  inducement  spread 
Lis  own  right  or  title  upon  the  record,  adding  to  this  implied 
denial  of  tbe  opposing  claim  a  direct  denial  under  the  absque 
hoc}  The  inducement  in  such  a  traverse  must  on  its  face  give 
the  pleader  a  good  right  or  title,  or  the  whole  plea  is  bad.* 
Each  denial  of  an  answer  must  be  regarded  as  applying  to  the 
specific  allegation  it  purports  to  answer,  and  not  as  forming  a 
part  of  an  answer  to  some  other  specific  and  entirely  iude- 
2)eudeut  allegation.'  A  denial  in  an  answer  should  by  its 
words  so  describe  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  which  the 
pleader  intends  to  controvert  that  any  person  of  intelligence 
can  identify  them.® 

§  8195.    Denial  of  the  Agreement  Alleged. 

Form  No,  688. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint: 

That  he  denies  that  he  contracted  or  agreed  with  the  said 

plaintiff  in  manner  or  form  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  or  in 

any  manner  or  form,  or  at  all. 
§  31 9G.    Another  Form. 

Form  No,  689, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

That  he  ever  promised    [or  warranted  or  covenanted]   as 

alleged  in  the  complaint  [or  that  he  ever  made  the  agreement 

mentioned  in  the  complaint,  or  any  agreement^  at  any  time  or 

place]. 

§  3197.    Another  Form. 

Form  No.  690. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint: 

'  Lord  V.  Tyler,  14  Pick.  164.  Abb.  Pr.  255;  see  Walrocl  v.  Bennett, 

» Hooper  v.  Jellison,  22  Pick.  250;  6  Barb.    144;    Harbeck  v.   Craft,   4 

Cahoon  v.  Bank  of  Utica,  3  Sold.  486.  Duer,  122. 

»  L)e  Ro  V.  Cordea,  4  Cal.  1 17;  Caul-  « Otis  v.  Ross,  8  How.  Pr.  193. 

field  V.   Sanders,  17  Id.  569;  Whit-  *Fox  v.  Nathans,.  32  Conn.  348. 

lock    V.    McKechnie,    1    Bosw.   427;  *ld. 

Pardee  v.  Sciienck,  1 1  How.  Pr.  500;  '  Racouillat  v.  Rene,  32  Cal.  450. 

Archer  v.  Boudinet,  1   Code  R.,  N.  ''Mattison  t.    Smith,  19  Abb.  Pr. 

S.,  372;  Cor  win  v.  Corwin,  9  Barb.  288. 

219;  llcilly  v.  Cook,  22  How.  Pr.  93;  13 
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I.  That  be  did  not  make  with  said  plaintiff  the  said  agreement 
by  the  said  plaintiff  set  forth  and  alleged  in  bis  said  complaint, 
and  denies  each  and  every  allegation  in  said  complaint  in  regard 
thereto. 

§  3198.    Ck>ntroverting  Conditions  Precedent. 

Form  No.  691. 

[TiTLK.] 

The  defe;idant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

That  the  plaintiff  did  perform  the  conditions  precedent  of 
said  [contract]  on  his  part  to  be  performed,  or  any  one  of  tbem, 
or  at  all,  or  that  be  made  any  deposit  or  tender,  or  [state  what, 
as  in  the  contract  required]. 

§  3199.  Conditions  Precedent — Excuse  for  Non-per- 
formance. — Objections  that  conditions  have  not  been  per- 
formed must  be  specially  set  up.*  Where  performance  is  pre- 
vented by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  excuse  for  non-performance 
should  be  set  out  in  the  answer.' 

§  3200.    Denial  of  Deed. 

Form  No.  69S. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  the  deed  mentioned  therein  is  his  deed,  or  that  the 
defendant  did  execute  such  deed  to  the  plaintiff  as  alleged,  or 
that  the  defendant  did  convey  to  the  plaintiff  the  possession 
[or  equity  of  redemption]  in  said  premises  as  alleged,  or 
at  all. 

§  3201.  On  Information  and  Belief.— An  allegation  in  an 
answer  by  an  administrator  that  the  defendant  "  avers,  on  in- 
formation and  belief,  that  no  such  deed  or  deeds  were  ever  exe- 
cuted," is  a  sufficient  denial  of  an  averment  in  the  complaint 
that  defendant's  intel^tate  executed  and  delivered  the  particular 
deeds  referred  to.'  The  intent  of  the  statute  is  fully  carried 
out  by  excluding  parol  testimony  to  contradict  a  deed;  but 
where  parties  admit  the  real  facts  of  the  transaction  ia  tbeir 
pleadings,  these  admissions  are  to  be  taken  as  modifications  of 
the  instrument.* 

*  People  V.  Jackson,  24   Cal.  632;  see  Sackett  v.  Havens,  7  Abb.  Pr. 

Happe  V.  Stout,  2  Id.  460;  Rogers  v.  371,  note;  Davis  v.   Potter,  4  How. 

Cody,  8  Id.  324.  Pr.  155;  Dunham  v.  Gates,  Hoffm.  Ch. 

*Garvcy  v.  Fowler,  4  Sandf.  665;  1S5;  but  in  Therasson  v.  McSptdoa, 

CriK«<t  V.  Armour,  34  Barb.  378.  2  Hilt.  1,  a  denial  upon  informaticn 

'  Thoinpson  v.  Lynch,  29  Cal.  189;  and  belief  was  held  not  sufficient:  st-c 

Roussin  V.  iStewart,  33  Id.  208;  Jones  also  Hackett  v.   Richards,  3  E.  D. 

V.  City  of  Petaluma,  36  Id.  230.    That  Smith,  13. 

dcfenilant  may  deny  on  information  *  Lee  v.  Evans,  8  CaL  424. 
and  belief  in  the  New  York  practice, 
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§  3202.    Denial  of  (Conditional  Delivery. 

Form  No,  G03. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  the  said  promissory  note  |or  deed]  was  executed  or  de- 
livered by  the  plaintiff,  on  the.  condition  and  understanding 
alleged,  but  avers  that  it  was  delivered  by  him  absolutely  and 
without  condition. 

§  3203.    Denial  of  Demand. 

Form  No.  694* 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

That  the  ^^l^ii^tiff  demanded  the  proceeds  of  the  goods 
therein  mentioned  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

§  3204.  Contract — ^Date. — In  an  action  of  contract,  th^ 
defense  that  no  demand  was  made  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  can  not  be  taken  advantage  of,  unless  pleaded  in  the 
answer.*  A  denial  that  the  demand  was  made  on  a  certain  day, 
as  alleged,  is  a  denial  that  the  demand  was  made  on  the  partic- 
ular day  stated  in  the  complaint,  when  the  statement  of  the 
demand  is  not  qualified  as  to  the  manner  of  its  being  made.' 

§  3205.    Denial  of  Falsity. 

Form  No,  695. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

That  the  representations  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the 

defendant  to  the  plaintiff  were  false;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof, 

avers  that  said  representations  and  each  of  them  were  and  are 

true. 

§  3206.    Denial  of  Fraud. 

Form  No.  696. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  he  made  the  said  representations  in  manner  and  form 
as  the  same  are  in  the  said  complaint  alleged,  or  otherwise,  or 
at  all. 

§  3207.  Denial  of  Fraud. — Defendant  may  deny  fraud  in 
a  transaction  which  is  actually  tainted  by  it;  for  what  con- 
stitutes fraud,  particularly  fraud  in  law,  is  often  a  matter  of 
much  diversity  of  opinion.  But  a  general  denial  of  fraud  in 
answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery  is  not  enough;  he  therefore  must 
answer  to  every  material  allegation.* 

1  Rabsuhl  v.  Lack,  35  Mo.  316.  »  Pettit  v.  Chandler,  3  Wend.  618; 

'  Hoopes  V.  Meyer,  1  Nev.  433.  I  Paige,  427. 

£btke.  Vol.  11—31 
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§  3208.    The  Same— Another  Foinu 

Foi-m  No.  697. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  de- 
nies: 

That  he  [obtained  the  said  deed  from  the  plaiotifTJ  by  fraud 
and  misrepresentation,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintiff 
hath  in  his  said  complaint  alleged,  or  by  any  fraud  or  misr 
representation  whatever. 

§  3209.  When  Insufficient. — Such  a  general  denial  of 
fraud  as  the  above  is  not  enough  where  facts  are  alleged  id  tbe 
complaint  from  which  the  court  may  infer  fraud.  In  such  case 
the  specific  acts  and  representations  alleged  in  the  complaint 
must  be  each  denied.' 

§  8210.    Special  Denial  of  Part  Performance. 

Form  No.  698. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

I.  That  he  put  plaintiff  into  or  consented  to  plaintiff's  tak- 
ing possession  of  the  said  premises,  under  and  in  part  execu- 
tion of  the  said  2)retended  sale  and  contract  of  the  said  prem- 
ises, as  charged  in  said  complaint,  or  at  all. 

II.  The  defendant  avers  that  the  said ,  of  his  own 

wrong,  and  without  the  license  and  against  the  consent  of  Baid 
defendant,  entered  into  said  premises,  and  occupied  and  im* 
proved  the  same. 

§  3211.    Denial  of  Partnership. 

Form  No.  699. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint,  denies: 

That  the  said   [naming  them]  were  partners  as  alleged  [or 

that  the  said  A.  B.  was  a  partner  with  the  said  [naming  them] 

as  assigned]. 
§  3212.    Denial  of  Representations. 

Form  No.  700. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint,  denies: 
That  he  made  the  representations  alleged,  or  any  or  either  of 
them. 
§  3213.    Denial  of  Sale. 

Form,  No.  701. 
[Tftle.] 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint,  denies  that  he  sold 

the to  the  plaintiff. 

'  Litchfield  v.  Pelton,  6  Barb.  187;  Dykers  v.  Woodard,  7  How.  Pr.  313; 
Cborcliili  V.  Benuett,  8  Id.  309. 
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§  3214.    Denial  of  a  Trust. 

Form  No,  70S, 
[Title.] 

The  said  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint  of  plaintiff: 
And  denies  that  he  received  the  said ,  in  said  com- 
plaint mentioned,  for  the  purposes  and  on  the  trusts  aforesaid, 
or  any  of  them,  or  in  trust  at  all,  in  manner  alleged  in  said 
complaint,  or  in  any  manner. 
§  3215.    Another  Form. 

Form  No.  70S. 
[Tttlk.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint  of  plaintiff: 

I.  That  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  deliver,  and  the  said  defend- 
ant did  not  receive,  the  said  [describe  what]  in  the  said  complaint 
mentioued,  upon  the  trust  and  confidence  therein  alleged. 

II.  The  said  defendant  avers  that  he  received  the  same  as 
and  for  his  own  property,  absolutely,  aud  without  any  trust 
thereto  attached. 

§  3216.    Denial  on  Information  and  Belief. 

Form  No.  704, 
ITnxB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  according  to  his  information  and  belief,  he  denies  gen- 
erally and  specifically  each  and  every  allegation  in  the  plaint- 
iff's complaint  contained. 

§  3217.  Belief. — Belief,  as  used  in  the  statute,  is  to  be  taken 
in  its  ordinary  sense,  and  means  the  actual  conclusion  of  the 
defendant  drawn  from  information.'  Belief  may  be  founded 
on  the  statement  of  others,  not  competent  witnesses,  and  not 
under  oath.*  Yet  if  he  has  formed  a  belief  from  this  source, 
he  must  state  it.  He  can  not  be  the  judge  as  to  whether  his 
information  is  legal  testimony.'  If  the  defendant  is  presumed 
to  have  knowledge  of  the  matters  alleged  in  the  complaint,  he 
must,  by  a  proper  statement  of  facts  and  circumstances,  over- 
come the  presumption  of  knowledge  on  his  part,  which  being 
done,  his  answer  on  information  and  belief  would  be  deemed 
all  the  law  required.^ 

§  3218.  Damage. — A  denial  upon  information  and  belief 
that  the  plaintiff  suffered  or  sustained  damages  in  the  amount 
of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  nn  averment  upon  in- 
formation aud  belief  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sustained  aoy 
damage  or  damages  whatsoever  to  exceed  the  sum  of  two  thou- 

^  Humphreys  v.  McCall,  9  Cal.  59.  *  Bro\»-n  v.  Scott,  25  Cal.  194;  Vas- 

» la.  » Id.        sault  V.  Austin,  32  Id.  006. 
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sand  five  hundred  dollars,  which  sum,  and  aone  other,  is  ad- 
mitted by  defendant  as  the  damages  suffered,  with  an  offer  to 
pay  the  same,  the  pleadings  not  being  verified,  was  not  consid- 
ered a  model  answer  for  imitation;'  it  being  the  employment  of 
negative  averments  instead  of  denials.  But  in  Hill  v.  Smith,  27 
Cal.  476,  an  answer  of  this  character  was  upheld,  upon  the 
principle  that  the  mere  form  of  a  denial  is  not  material,  pro- 
vided it  directly  traverse  the  allegation  which  it  is  intended  to 
meet.  A  denial  of  the  full  amount  claimed,  and  adnaission  of 
a  certain  amount  to  be  due,  and  a  tender  of  that  amount,  all 
properly  go  to  constitute  one  defense.' 

§  3219.  Judgment. — If  the  complaint  aver  the  recovery  of 
a  judgment  against  one  of  several  defendants,  the  court  io 
which  it  was  recovered,  and  the  date  and  amount  of  the  same, 
the  defendants,  in  their  answer,  may  deny  the  same  upon  in- 
formation and  belief.' 

§  3220.  RecoUection  and  Belief.-^Where  the  plaintiff,  in 
his  bill,  directly  charged  upon  the  defendant  that  he  had  made 
and  entered  into  a  certain  agreement,  a  simple  denial  by  the 
defendant  in  his  answer,  ''  according  to  his  recollection  and 
belief,''  is  insufficient,  and  must  be  treated  as  a  mere  evasion.* 

§  3221.  Upon  InfbTmatlon  and  Belief.— Where  the  de- 
nials are  "upon  his  information  and  belief,"  instead  of  the  stat- 
utory language, '*  according  to  his  information  and  belief ,"  it 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  former  mode  of  denial  does 
not  allow  a  little  wider  field  for  evasion,  but  it  has  been  widely 
adopted  by  pleaders,  and  it  is  now  settled  that  it  is  sufficient^ 

§  3222.  Denial  of  Knowledge  Suflioient  to  Fonn  a 
BeUef. 

Form  No,  705. 
[TriXE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  has  no  knowledge,  information,  or  belief  sufficient  to 
enable  him  to  answer  any  or  either  of  the  allegations  in  said 
complaint  contained,  and  therefore  he  denies  each  and  every  of 
said  allegations.  [Or  if  confined  to  one  allegation,  after  the 
word  "answer**  proceed]  the  allegation  that  [set  out  the  alle- 
gation, or  refer  to  it  so  as  to  clearly  identify  itj;  and  therefore 
denies  the  same. 

'  Chamon   v.   San    Francisco,    Cal.  Plead.  341 ;  Taylor  v.  Luther,  2  Sumo. 

Sup.  Ct.,  JulyT.,  1869.  228. 

-Speucer  v.  Tookcr,   12  Abb.  Tr.         'Vassault  v.  Austin,  32  Cal.  606; 

3.')4.  Roussin  v.  Stewart,  33  Id.  211;  Jones 

3  Vassault  v.  Austin,  32  Cal.  597.  v.  City  of  Petaluma,  36  Itl.  230;  Kir- 

*  Harr.  Ch.  Pr.  181, 182;  Coop.  Eq.  stein  v.  Madden,  38  Id.  158. 
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§  3223.  Form  of  Denial,  \7hen  Sufficient— Allegation 
of  Ignorance. — A  mere  allegation  of  ignorance  of  tbe  facta 
alleged  will  be  insufficient  to  raise  an  issue,  and  the  facts  so 
attempted  to  be  controverted  will  be  held  admitted.^  Under 
the  former  practice  in  California  the  defendant  was  not  allowed 
to  deny  for  want  of  information  or  belief,  but  now  he  may.'  He 
must  answer  positively,  or  state  how  it  is  that  he  is  without 
kuowledge  of  such  facts.'  The  duty  of  acquiring  the  requisite 
knowledge  or  imformation  is  imposed  by  statute  on  the  defend- 
ant, to  enable  him  to  answer  in  the  proper  form.*  A  denial  as 
to  a  material  allegation,  or  as  to  all  the  allegations  of  a  com- 
plaint, of  any  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief,  forms  a  complete  issue. ^  It  is  not  necessary  to  add, 
''and  therefore  denies,"'  unless  it  be  acta  of  the  defendant 
which  are  charged  in  the  complaint.^ 

§  3224.  Insufficient  Forms. — A  denial  of  knowledge  merely 
is  not  sufficient.  If  not  positive,  the  denial  must  be  of 'knowl- 
edge or  information  sufficient."  That  defendant  ''does  not 
know  of  his  information  or  otherwise;""  or  that  defendant  "is 
not  informed,  and  can  not  state; "  *^  or  '*  that  defendant  has  no 
knowledge,**  or  **  that  defendant  is  ignorant  whether,*'  or  "that 
defendant  has  not  sufficient  knowledge  or  information  whereon 
to  found  a  belief,'*  or  /*  that  defendant  does  not  know  or  believe," 

» Wood  V.  Staniela,  .3  Code  R.  152;  nolds,  13  How.  Pr.  112;  King  v.  Ray, 

Elton   V.   Markham,   20    Barb.    34.3;  11  Paige  Ch.  23C;  Leach  v.  Boy nton, 

Siiyre  v.  Gushing,  7  Abb.  Pr.  371.    In  3  Abb.  Pr.  3;  Wesson  v.  Judd,  I  Id. 

what  cases  a  party  may  deny  the  al-  2.34;    Temple    v.    Murray,    C    IIow. 

legation  of  a  pleading  from  want  of  Pr.     320;    Wales    v.    Cliamblin,     19 

siiilicientknowlcdgcor  inturmatiou  to  Mo.  500;   Ames  v.  St.  P.  &   P.    R. 

form  a  belief,  see  Lewis  v.  Acker,  11  R.,  12  Minn.  412;  Roby  v.  Hallock, 

How.  Pr.  1C3.  55  How.  Pr.  412;  Kitchen  v.  Wilson, 

•-'Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  437.  80  N.  C.   192;  McPhail  v.  Hyatt,  29 

'  Vassault  v.  Austin,  32  Cal.  597;  Iowa,  137;  Treadwell  v.  Commisbion- 

Brown  V.  Scott,  23  Id.  189;  Richard-  crs,    11  Ohio  St.    183;   McKenzio  v. 

son  V.  Wilton,  4  Sandf.  70S;  Shear-  V^g^i^iugton  L.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Difney, 

man  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Mills,  1  Abb.  Pr.  223;  Jackson  Sharp  Go.  v.  Holland, 

187;  Pales  v.  Hick,  12  How.  Pr.  153.  14  Fla.  384;  Maclay  v.  Sands,  94  U. 

*  S.  F.  Gas  Co.  V.  San  Francisco,  9  S.  58C. 

Cal.453;  Fi8hv.Rediugtou,31Id.l8r);  spioo^  y,  Reynolds,  13  How.  Pr. 

llanco  V.  Hemming,  1  Codo  U.,  N.  S.,  112;  Sackett  v.  Havens,  7  Abb.  Pr. 

204;  Mott  V.  Burnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  371,  note;  Morris  v.  Parker,  3  Johns. 

60.  Ch.  297. 

*N.   Y.   Code,  cd.   1877.  sec.  500;  'Sloan  v.  Little,  3  Paige  Ch.  103. 

Hntchinjis  v.   Moore,  4  Met.    (Ky.)  But  see  Cal.  CodoC.  P.,  ecu.  437,  which 

110;   Chadwick   v.  Booth,  22   IIow.  says  he  may  placo  his  denial  on  that 

Pr.   23;    Union    Bank    v.    Mott,    13  ground. 

Abb.   Pr.  247;  Caswell  v.  Bushncll,  ^Edwanlsv.  Lent,  8  IIow.  Pr.  28; 

14  Barb.  393;  Sherman  v.  Bushneli,  Ketcham  v.  Zcrcga,  1   I].   D.  Smitli, 

7   IIow    Pr.     171;    Duncan   v.    Law-  55u;  People  v.  McCumber,   15  How. 

rcncc,  3  Bosw.  103;  Metropolitan  Bank  Pr.  189. 

V.   Lord,  4  Dner,  030;  Townseiul  v.  "Hayrev.  Cushing,  7  Abb.  Pr.  ,371. 

Piatt,  3  Abb.  Pr.  3'2o;  Flood  v.  lley-  ^"Eitou  v.  Markham,  20  Barb.  348. 
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are  not  sufficient  denials.'  Nor  that  Le  Las  no  **  recoUeclion 
concerning  it;"*  nor  "that  Le  is  ignorant  of  whether,"  etc.' 
But  if  Le  admitted  Lis  belief,  be  need  not  deny  information.' 
So  where  be  has  the  means  of  informing  himself,  such  a  denial 
would  be  insufficient/  But  in  other  cases  such  a  denial  is 
sufficient  in  New  York.'  A  denial  of  any  knowledge  or  informa- 
tion  that  the  copy  of  the  instrument  set  out  in  the  complaint 
was  con*ect,  after  admitting  that  an  instrument  of  that  character 
bad  been  executed  by  defendant,  is  a  frivolous  denial;'  or  that 
judgment  was  obtained  against  defendant;'  or  of  a  note  made 
by  partner;"  or  that  the  note  was  transferred  by  defendant;" 
or  whether  plaintiff  is  owner  and  holder  of  a  note  indorsed  and 
delivered  by  defendant.^'  An  answer  which  denies  that  the  de- 
fendant has  any  knowledge  of  the  facts  charged,  without  adding 
that  he  had  no  information  or  belief  of  them,  is  defective." 
The  allegation  of  the  death  of  plaintiff's  ancestor  in  a  verified 
complaint  is  not  sufficiently  controverted  by  the  averment  in  the 
answer  *^  that  defendant  has  not  sufficient  knowledge  to  form  a 
belief,"  and  therefore  neither  admits  nor  denies."  The  allega- 
tion must  be  positive  that  he  has  no  iDformation  or  belief  suffi- 
cient to  enable  him  to  answer.**  If  the  defendant  admits  that 
be  executed  an  instrument  upon  which  he  is  sued,  he  can  not 
deny  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the  facts  recited 
in  the  instrument,  or  that  the  instrument  is  correctly  stated  in 
the  complaint.  But  be  is  entitled  to  an  inspection  of  the  orig- 
inal, to  enable  him  to  answer. ^^  But  a  party  is  not  presumed 
to  recollect  the  date  or  contents  of  a  written  instrument  not  in 
his  possession."  Where  an  answer  denied  "  any  knowledge  or 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief,  whether  or  not  a  notice 
was  served  on"  the  defendant  "as  required  by  law,"  it  was 

>  Mott  V.  Burnett,  1  Code  R.,  N.  •Mott  v.  Burnett,  1  Code  R.,N.S., 

S.,  225;  approvetl,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  00;  225;  S.  C,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  r;0. 

Robinaon  v.  Woodgate,  3  Edw.  422.  '<^  Fales    v.    Hicks,    12    How.    Tr. 

»  Nichols  V.  Jones,  C  How.  Pr.  355.  153. 

»  Wood  V.  Staniels,  3  Code  R.  152.  "  Kamlah  v.  Salter,  6  Abb.  Pr.  226; 

*  Davis  V.  Mapes,  2  Paige,  105.  see,    contra.  Temple  v.    Muiray,   'J 
'Hance  V.  Remming,  2E.  D.Smith,  How.  Pr.  329;  Snyder  v.  White,  U. 

48.  321;  Gcuessee  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  t.  Moy- 

'Dovan  v.  Dinsmorc,  33  Barb.  86;  nihen,  5  Id.  321. 

29  How.  Pr.  603;  Brown  v.  Ryckman,  "  Bradford  v.  Oeiss,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 

12  Id.  313.  513. 

'  Wesson  v.  Jndd,  1  Abb.  Pr.  254;  "Anderson  v.  Parker,  6  Cal.  197. 

see,  however,  Kellogg  v.  Baker,  15 Id.  **  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  437. 

287;  Goodell  V.  Blumer,  41  Wis.  430.  "Wesson    v.    Judd,    1    Abb.   Fr. 

•  Ketcham    v.    Zerega,    1    E.    D.  254. 

Smith,  555;  Elmore  v.  Hill,  46  Wis.       »«  Kellogg  v.  Baker,  15  Abb.   Pr. 
618.  286. 
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held  that  tbe  ayerment  made  issue  only  as  to  the  lawfulness  of 
the  notice,  and  not  us  to  tbe  fact  of  notice.* 

§  3225.  Presumption  of  Knovrledge. — When  suit  is  upon 
a  promissory  note,  it  is  presumed  tbe  defendant  knows  whether 
or  not  he  made  the  note.^  In  an  action  to  recover  from  the  de- 
fendants a  deposit  made  in  their  hands  in  California,  it  was 
alleged  in  the  complaint  that  they  were  copartners,  and  as  such, 
doing  business  in  California,  and  elsewhere,  as  bankers  and  com- 
mon carriers.  The  answer  alleged  that  the  defendants  had 
never  been  in  California,  had  never  personally  transacted  busi- 
ness there,  and  had  no  personal  knowledge  and  no  information 
sufficient  to  form  belief,  and  therefore  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
made  such  deposit.  It  was  held  that  such  allegation  was  not 
irrelevant.  From  the  allegation  in  the  complaint,  without 
explanations,  the  presumption  would  be  that  the  money  was 
deposited  with  the  defendants  in  person,  and  that  they  had 
personal  knowledge  thereof,  and  consequently  they  could  not 
be  permitted  to  deny  that  allegation  on  information  and  belief, 
without  first  rebutting  the  presumption;  and  the  statement  was 
relevant  and  proper  for  that  purpose.* 

§  3226.    The  Same,  under  Ohio  Practice. 

Form  No,  706, 
[Title.] 

Alleges  that  he  has  no  knowledge  or  information  other  than 
is  afforded  by  said  [pleading],  that  [reciting  allegation]  and  can 
not  therefore  admit,  but  on  the  contrary  he  denies,  etc. 

§  3227.  Form  of  Denial.— This  mode  of  denial  is  sanc^.. 
tioned  by  the  code  of  Ohio;  and  this  form  is  sustained  by  Stato^ 
of  Ohio  ex  rel.  Tread  well  v.  Commissioners  of  Hancock,  11  Ohio^ 
St.  183.  But  it  would  be  useless  as  a  denial  under  the  Cali- 
fornia practice,  and  on  motion  would  be  stricken  out.  '*  Has.no 
knowledge  or  information  of  certain  facts  except  from  certain, 
documents,"  is  insufficient,  if  they  are  not  set  forth  and.  not 
answered  according  to  belief.*  Where  the  answer  is  verified,, 
one  defendant  can  not  deny  knowledge,  etc.,  on  the  part  of  the 
other.  The  denial,  therefore,  should  in  general  be  made  sever- 
ally.^ In  cases  in  which  a  copy  of  an  instrument  in  writing  is 
annexed  to  the  petition  as  part  thereof,  tbe  correctness  of  the 
copy  can  not  be  regarded  as  the  material  allegation  in  the  peti- 

»  Seeding  v.  Bartlett,  .35  Mo.  90.  *  Cuyler   v.    Bogert,    3  Paige  Ch. 

"^  Gas  Company  v.  San  Francisco,  9  186. 

Cal.  465.  ^  See    Kinkaid    v. .  Ejpp,  1  Daer, . 

^  Doran  v.  Dinsznore,  20  How.  Pr.  692. 
503. 
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tion;  but  the  petition  is  to  be  regarded  as  alleging*  the  substan- 
tial eflfect  of  the  instrument,  which  is  shown  by  the  copj.  An 
answer  must  meet  the  allegations  as  if  such  was  the  form  of  the 
petition.^    This  is  the  rule  under  the  Ohio  practice. 

§  3228.  Denial  of  Knowledge,  Explaining  Cauae  of 
Ignorance. 

Form  No,  707, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint: 

I.  That  he  denies  that  he  has  ever  been  within  the  state  of 
,  that  he  ever  personally  transacted  any  business  therein. 

II.  Denies  that  he  did  at  the  time  stated,  or  at  any  other  time, 
do  or  say  [state  what]. 

§  3229.  Corporation— Acts  of  Agents.— Acts  done  by  tbe 
agent  of  the  defendant  are  also  within  this  rule;  and  it  applies 
to  the  case  of  a  corporation  defendant,  for  a  corporation  can  as 
well  know  the  acts  of  their  agent  as  anything  else.' 


CHAPTER  in. 

FORMS  OF  SPECIAL  PLEAS. 

§  3230.    Accord  and  Satisfaction. 

Form  No,  708. 
[TrrLE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  he 

delivered  to  the  plaintiff  the  promissory  note  of  B.  C.  for 

dollars. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  claim  [or  demand]  set  up  in  the  complaint.' 

§  3231.  Essential  Averments. — The  defense  of  accord  and 
satisfaction  must  be  specially  pleaded.^  And  evidence  of  tbe 
discharge  of  the  debt  sued  on,  pending  the  action,  is  admissible 
only  under  this  plea.^  The  plaintiff  on  an  execution  may  re- 
ceive  promissory  notes  by  a  special  agreement,  as  an  absolute 
payment  of  the  same,  but  the  agreement  must  be  proved  bj 
testimony  other  than  the  sheriff's  certificate.'    An  accord  and 

» Bentley  v.  Dorcas,  11  Ohio  St.  398.  ♦  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  30;  Coles 
2  {Shearman  v.  New  York  Central  v.  Soulsby,  21  Id.  47;  Sweet  v.  Bur- 
Mills,  1  Abb.  Pr.  187,  affirming  S.  C.  dett,  40  Id.  97;  Young  v.  Jone3,  W 
8\Lb  mm.  Thorn  v.  New  York  Central  Mo.  563;  Watson  v.  Elliott,  57  N.  H. 
Mills,  10  How.  Pr.  19.  611;  Ellis  v.  Bitzer,  2  Oliio,  89. 
*  For  a  form  in  the  defense  of  accord  *  Jussup  v.  King,  4  Cal.  331. 
and  satisfaction,  see  2  Greenl.  Ev.  28,  •  Mitchell  v.  Hockett,  25  Cal.  542. 
note,  and  authorities  tliere  cited. 
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satisfaction  after  issue  joined  must  be  pleaded  specially  as  bap- 
peuiijg  since  the  last  coutinuance.'  A  plea  of  accord  and  sat* 
isfaction  must  aver  the  payment  and  receipt  in  satisfaction.'  A 
mere  readiness  to  perform  the  accord,  or  a  tender  of  perform- 
ance, or  even  part  performance  and  readiness  to  perform  the 
rest,  is  not  enough.'  A  plea  -which  alleges  that  the  defendant 
executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  deed  of  certain  propei*ty,  which  was 
to  be  absolute  in  case  the  note  sued  on  was  not  paid  by  a  cer- 
tain day,  without  alleging  that  the  deed  was  accepted  as  a  sat- 
isfaction, is  bad.^ 

§  3232.  What  is  and  when  Allowed.— A  satisfaction 
may  result  from  the  acceptance  of  another  as  debtor,^  or  from 
action  for  part  of  an  entire  demand;'  or  payment  of  a  less  sum 
where  the  amount  is  disputed,  but  not  otherwise.^  An  agree- 
ment to  receive  some  other  thing  instead  of  that  specified  in  the 
contract,  when  executed,  is  good;'  but  part  payment  and  ten- 
der is  an  unexecuted  accord,  and  not  a  satisfaction.'  This  plea 
is  allowed  to  be  j^ut  in  after  the  defendant  has  already  pleaded, 
where  some  new  matter  of  defense  arises  after  issue  joined, 
such  as  payment,  a  release  by  the  plaintiff,  the  discharge  of  the 
defendant  under  an  insolvent  or  bankrupt  law,  and  the  like.^*' 

§  3233.     Alteration  of  (Contract,  Releasing  Guarantor. 

Form  No,  709. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 ..,  at  ....... ,  the 

plaintiff  agreed  with  C.  D.  in  the  complaint  mentioned,  in  con- 
sideration of dollars,  to  extend  the  time  of  payment 

of  the  rent  guaranteed  by  the  defendant days. 

II.  That  the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  of  the  said  exten- 
sion, and  did  not  then,  nor  has  he  since,  assented  thereto. 

§  3234.    Another  Action  Pending. 

Form  No,  710. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  there  was  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  still 
is,  another  action  pending  in  the court  of  the  [describe 

*  Good  V.  Davis,  Hemps t  16.  ''  Williams  v.  Irving,  47  How.  Pr. 

*  Maze  V.  Miller,  1  Wash.  0.  C.  328;    440. 

United  States  V.  Clarke,  Hcnipst.  315;  *  Howard  v.  Norton,  C5  Barb.  IGl. 

see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  ir)'21-1524.  •Noe  v.  Christie,  51  N.  Y.  270. 

» Hcarn  v.  Kiehl,  38  Pft.  St.  147.  *®2  Burr.  L.  Diet.  353;  3  Bla.  Com. 

*Shaw  V.  Burton,  5  Mo.  478.  31C;   2  Tifld's  Pr.  847;   1  Burr.   Pr. 

^  Van  Etten  v.  Tronden,  1  Hun,  432.  232;  Stcph.  PI.  64. 

cO'Beirno  v.  Lloyd,  43  N.  Y.  2-18. 
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the  court],  between  the  same  parties,  and  for  the  same  canse 
of  action  as  that  in  the  complaint  herein  stated  and  alleged.' 

§  3285.  Discontinuance,  Efibct  of— Foreign  Suit  Pend- 
ing.— It  would  seem  that  under  the  decision  of  the  New  York 
courts  a  discontinuance  of  the  other  action,  even  after  the  an- 
swer, avoids  this  defense.'  That  a  prior  suit  in  personam,  be- 
tween the  same  parties  and  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  was 
pending  in  another  state  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action,  ia 
not  a  defeuse;'  but  the  pendency  of  a  suit  between  the  same 
parties  and  respecting  the  same  subject-matter  in  another 
state  may  be  pleaded  in  abatement  in  the  courts  of  tbe  United 
States.^  Where  an  appearance  in  a  foreign  attachment  suit  in 
another  state  is  after  the  service  of  the  writ  in  an  action  be- 
tween the  same  parties  in  this  state,  the  pendency  of  the  for- 
eign suit  can  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  or  abatement  of  the  action 
here.* 

§  3236.  Essential  Allegations— Identity  of  Cause  and 
Parties. — In  New  York  it  is  not  enough  to  allege  service  of 
process  for  the  same  cause,  without  showing  a  declaration  or 
complaint  for  the  same  cause.*  In  an  action  to  recover  land,  an 
answer  of  another  action  pending  for  the  same  cause  must  show 
that  the  same  title,  the  same  injury,  and  the  same  subject-mat- 
ter are  in  controversy  in  both  actions.^  If  the  second  is  brought 
on  a  title  acquired  after  the  commencement  of  the  first,  the  de- 
fense will  not  avail."  To  sustain  this  defense,  it  must  appear 
that  the  two  actions  are  for  the  same  identical  cause;  but  where 
the  plaintiff  seeks  to  split  an  entire  demand,  and  brings  a  suit 
for  a  part,  and  then  another  suit  for  the  residue,  the  pendencj 
of  the  former  may  be  pleaded  in  abatement  or  bar  of  the  second 
action.*  The  defense  of  a  prior  lis  pendens  is  available  onlr 
where  the  plaintiff,  at  least,  in  both  actions  is  the  same.***  It  is 
enough  to  state  merely  that  the  action  was  between  the  same 
parties.  Describing  the  parties  is  unnecessary.'^  In  a  plea  in 
abatement  that  a  prior  suit  is  pending,  the  absence  of  an  affida- 

'  For  form  of  a  plea  of  a  foreign  at-        ^  Wilson  v.   Mechanics'  Bank,  45 

tachment,  see  Wheeler  v.  Raymond,  Pa.  St.  488. 

8  Cow.  311;  Russell  v.  Ruckman,  3        «  Gardner  v.  Clark,  21  N.  Y.  399. 
E.  D.  Smith,  419;  Embree  v.  Hanna,        ^  Larco  v.  Clements,  36  Cal.  132. 
5  Johns.  101;   Donovan  v.   Hunt,  7        *  Vance  v.  Olinger,  27  Cal.  358. 
Abb.  Pr.  29;  Hecker  v.   Mitchell,  5        •  Bendernagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend. 

Id.  453.  207. 

"Reals  V.  Cameron,  3  How.  Pr.  414;       »» O'Connor  v.  Blake,  29  Cal.  ai2; 

Averill  v.  Patterson,  10  Id.  85.  Walsworth  v.  Johnson,  41  Id.  01. 

2  Secvers  v.  Clements,  28  Md.  426.  "  Ward  v.  Dewey,  12  How.  Pr.  193. 

*  Ex  parte  Balch,  3  McLean,  221. 
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Tit  -verifying  allegations  iu  the  plea  that  the  parties  and  caase 
of  action  are  the  same  is  fatal.' 

§  3237.  What  must  be  Sho-wn. — A  plea  to  abate  an  action 
hj  reason  of  another  action  pending  is  not  good  unless  it  shows 
that  the  pending  action  was  brought  for  the  same  cause  as  the 
one  in  which  the  plea  is  interposed.'  To  support  a  plea  in 
abatement  founded  on  the  pendency  of  a  prior  action,  it  is 
necessary  to  show  that  process  was  issued  in  such  action.'  A 
plea  which  sets  up,  in  bar  of  an  action  upon  a  contract,  that 
property  was  attached  in  a  previous  suit  to  answer  for  the  same 
demand,  and  was  lost,  should  show  how  the  loss  occurred.^  A 
X)lea  In  abatement  setting  up  pendency  of  a  prior  suit  must 
show  that  the  other  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action  there 
pending.^  It  has  been  held  in  New  York  that  the  answer  should 
show  where  the  action  is  pending.  But  pendency  of  another 
action  in  a  court  of  another  state,  or  in  a  court  of  the  United 
States,  is  not  generally  a  good  defense.* 

§  3238.  When  Defense  does  and  does  not  Ijie.--A  plea 
in  abatement  may  be  interposed  to  the  entire  action  on  the 
ground  that  another  suit  was  pending  for  the  same  cause  of 
action  if  the  copy  of  the  record  be  annexed.  Still  the  proofs 
must  show  that  the  first  cause  of  action  is  for  the  same  matter 
sued  for  in  the  second  suit.^  It  would  also  appear  that  pro- 
ceedings other  than  an  action — e,  g,,  by  petition — may  be  pleaded 
as  a  defense  in  the  same  way.'  Where  defendant  pleads  another 
suit  pending,  and  it  appears  no  summons  was  ever  issued  on 
the  complaint,  and  there  was  no  voluntary  appearance  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  suit  pend- 
ing.' So  where  the  complaint  is  so  defective  that  a  judgment 
entered  thereon  would  be  a  nullity.**  So  where  the  other  suit 
pending  was  for  only  a  part  of  the  same  matter  sued  for  iu  the 
second  suit.'*  The  pendency  of  an  action  to  quiet  title  to  land 
will  not  abate  a  subsequent  action  between  the  same  parties  to 

» Trenton  B'k  v.  Wallace,  9  N.  J.  1  Abb.  Pr.  437;  People  v.  The  Sheriff, 

L.  83;  White  v.  Whitman,  1   Curt,  etc.,1  Park.  Cr.6o9;  Hecker  v.Mitch- 

C.  C.  494.  ell,  5  Abb.  Pr.  453;  Bowne  v.  Joy.  9 

'Calaveras Co.  v.  Brockway,  30CaL  Johns.  221;  Walsh  v.  Burkin,  12  Id. 

323.  99. 

'  Primm  V.  Gray,  10  Cal.  622;  see  ^  Thompson  v.  Lyons,   14  Cal.  42; 

also  People  v.  Do  La  Guerra,  24  Id.  The  People  v.  De  La  Guerra,  24  Id. 

73.  73. 

*  Starr  v.  Moore,  3  McLean,  354.  •  See  Groshon  v.  Lyon,  16  Barb.  461 ; 

nVhite  V.  Whitman,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  and  see  Ogden  v.  Bodle,  2  Ducr,  611. 

494;  Ex  parte  Balch,  3  McLean,  221.  •Weaver  v.  Conger,   10  Cal.  233; 

•Cook  V.  Litchfield,  5  Sandf.  330;  Primm  v.  Gray,  Id.  522. 

Burrows  v.  Miller,  5  How.  Pr.  51 ;  and  "» Reynolds  v.  Harris,  9  Cal.  338. 

aee  Republic  of  Mexico  v.  Arrongois,  "  Tliompson  v.  Lyon,  14  CaL  39. 
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recover  possession  of  the  same  land  in  which  the  same  facts  are 
litigated.^     The  plaintiff,  at  least,  must  be  thesame  in  botii 
cases.' 
§  3239.    Arbitration  and  Award. 

Form  No.  711. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of   i  18. . ,  the  plaintiff  aod 

defendant  [in  writing]  mutually  submitted  the  demand  set  foriL 
in  the  complaint  to  the  arbitration  of  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  and 
which  said  submission  has  never  been  revoked. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ;  at ,  tlie 

said  A.  B.  and  G.  D.  made  and  published  their  award  [bj 
which  they  declared  the  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  bis 
said  demand]. 

III.  [A  copy  of  said  submission  and  of  said  award  is  hereto 
attached,  marked  '*  Exhibit  A,"  and  made  part  hereof.  J* 

§  3240.  Essential  Allegations — Performance. — Altkougli 
it  may  not  be  necessary  to  set  forth  its  terms,  its  substance 
must  be  set  forth  so  fully  as  to  enable  the  court  to  say  that  if 
such  an  award  was  made  the  action  is  barred.*  An  award  or 
former  recovery  for  the  same  cause  is  new  matter,  which  must 
be  specially  stated  in  the  answer,  and  is  not  otherwise  available, 
even  though  it  appears  by  plaintiff's  evidence.*  A  prior  deciv 
ion,°  turning  on  the  same  point,  was  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  as  plaintiff  did  not  appear  to  have  been  misled  or  sur- 
prised, and  not  having  objected  that  the  evidence  of  a  defense 
not  pleaded  was  not  admissible,  he  could  not  have  the  judg- 
ment reversed  because  it  had  been  admitted.^  An  award  wbicb 
merely  settles  the  amount  due  can  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  tLe 
action  without  alleging  performance;  for  the  money  until  \r.iu\ 
is  due  in  respect  of  the  original  debt.^  A  submission  of  a  cause 
to  arbitration  operates  as  a  discontinuance.' 

§  3241.    Bankruptcy, 

Form  No.  712. 
[TrrLE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

'  Bolton  V.  Landers,  27  Cal.  104.  ^  New  York  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  X> 

•O'Connor  v.  Blake,  29  Cal.  314;  tional    Protection    Ins.    Co.,   H  N- 

Walsworth  v.  Johnson,  41  Id.  01.  Y.  85. 

'  This  fcinn  applies  more  especially  *  Brazill  v.  Isham,  1  E.  D.  Svdih. 

to  the  practice  in  New  York.  437;    questioned    in    S.    C,    1-  ^• 

♦Cilum  V.  Levy,  2  Dnrr,  176.  Y.  9. 

^ Brazill  v.  Isham,  12  N.  Y.  9;  S.  C,  ■  Guntcr v.  Sanchez,  1  Cal.  47: CicP 

1  E.  \).  Smith,  437.  etc.  v.  Koot,  IS  Johns.  22;  Git^fl  • 

•  Uuderhill  v.  Saratoga  etc.  Co.,  20  Patcheu,  13  Wend.  293. 
Barb.  460. 
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I.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at , 

tbe  United  States  district  court,  of  the district  of , 

ii:ade  and  granted  to  the  defendant  a  decree  of  discbarge  from 
Lis  debts,  as  a  bankrupt,  of  which  decree  of  discharge  a  copy  is 
annexed  [annex  copy  of  decree]  and  made  a  part  hereof. 

§  3242.  Bankruptcy — Essential  Averments. — Tbe  plea  of 
bankruptcy  is  not  favored,  and  may  be  defeated  by  proof  of 
fraud .^  The  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  specially 
pleaded.*  So  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant  must  be  specially 
pleaded.*  It  is  not  properly  a  plea  in  abatement,  but  it  is 
rather  a  plea  in  bar;  and  until  such  plea  is  interposed,  the 
plaintiflf  is  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
defendant.*  To  a  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  a  bankrujDt  sub- 
sequent to  the  appointment  of  his  assignee,  the  defendant  may 
plead  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  appointment  of 
the  assignee,  in  abatement.'  It  is  not  essential  to  admit  tbe  ex- 
istence of  the  debt.*  But  it  should  be  averred  to  have  been 
provable  under  the  act.^  A  special  averment  that  the  demand 
in  suit  was  included  in  the  list  of  creditors  contained  in  the 
petition  is  unnecessary.®  It  has  been  held  in  New  York,  a  plea 
of  discharge  under  the  voluntary  provisions  of  the  bankrupt 
act  must  aver  positively  that  tbe  defendant,  at  tbe  time  of  pre- 
senting the  petition,  owed  debts.  Averring  tbat  the  petition  so 
alleged  is  not  sufficient.*  In  ^^leading  an  insolvent's  discharge, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
the  officer  who  granted  it."  A  plea  that  defendant  did  owe 
debts  wbich  are  not  within  tbe  excepted  classes,  and  that  he 
presented  a  petition,  etc.,  imports  that  he  was  bankrupt  within 
the  act."  It  should  be  averred  tbat  the  plaintiff's  debt  did  not 
arise  by  reason  of  a  defalcation  as  a  public  officer,  etc.,  which 
debts  are  excepted  by  the  act." 

§  3243.  The  Same — Presentation  of  Papers — ^Voluntary 
Assignment. — A  discharge  duly  granted  under  the  bankrupt 
act  of  18G7  may  be  pleaded  by  a  simple  averment  that  on  the 
day  of  its  date  such  discharge  was  granted  to  him,  setting  the 

'  Fellows  V.  Hall,  3  McLean,  281.  »  Varnum  v.  Wheeler,  1  Denio,  331. 

*Cook  V.  Lansing,  3  McLean,  571.  Dresser  v.  Brooks,  .3  Barb.  429. 

'Fellows  V.  Hall.  3  McLean,  281;  ^^ LivJugg^QH  y   Oaksmith,  13  Abb. 

Cutter  V.  Folsom,  17  N.  H.  139.  Pr.  18.3. 

*  Fellows  V.  Hall,  3  McLean,  281.  "  McNulty  v.  Frame,  1  Sandf.  128. 
*Cook  V.  Lansing,  3  McLean,  571.  "Sackott  v.  Andross,  5  H.ll,  327; 

*  McCormick  v.  Pickerin^j,  4  N.  Y.  Mantles  v.  Buruside,  1  Dciiio,  332; 
276.  Dresner  v.  Brooks,  3  Barb.  429.    Tbese 

'  Sackett  v.  Andross,  5  Hill,  327.        decisions,  as  will  be  seen,  were  not 
"  McCormick  v.  Pickering,  4  N.  Y.     made  under  the  present  bankruptcy 
27G.  act. 


494  DEFENSES  TO  THE  ACTION.  §  3244. 

same  forth  in  hcec  verba,  as  a  full  and  complete  bar  to  all  suits 
brought,  the  certificate  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts 
of  the  discharge/  This  is  the  rule  to  be  followed  in  this  class 
of  answers/  A  general  allegation  that  such  affidavits,  schedules, 
and  other  necessary  and  proper  papers  as  are  required  b?  tb^ 
bankrupt  act  were  presented,  is  not  enough,  but  the  plea  should 
state  what  papers  were  presented/  It  should  be  averred  tbat 
the  petitioQ  of  the  bankrupt  was  presented  to  the  court,  and  tie 
discharge  granted  by  the  court,  and  not  by  the  judge/  A 
voluntary  assignment  by  debtors  for  the  benefit  of  their  cred- 
itors, which  would  have  been  good  at  common  law,  and  was 
permitted  by  the  state  insolvency  law,  was  held  valid,  althouga 
the  United  States  bankrupt  law  was  in  force,  and  applicable  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment/  The  statute  of  California  for  tlia 
relief  of  insolvent  debtors  and  protection  of  creditors'  is  in 
conflict  with  the  federal  bankrupt  law,  and  has  been  suspended 
from  the  time  the  bankrupt  law  went  into  effect/  This  statute 
was  not  repealed  by  the  code,  and  is  now  in  force,  the  United 
States  bankrupt  law  having  been  repealed.  Debt  resulting 
from  the  neglect  of  the  attorney  at  law  to  pay  over  to  his  client 
money  which  he  had  collected  for  him  is  not  a  debt  contracteJ 
while  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  was  not  as  such  ex- 
cepted from  being  discharged  by  a  certificate  under  the  United 
States  bankrupt  act  of  1841/ 
§  3244.    The  Same— By  Ck>mposition  Deed. 

Form  No.  713, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  admits  that  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18. ., 

be  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint 

II.  That  afterwards  on  the  ....   day  of ,  18. . ,  at 

,  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  deed  under  seal,  agreed  with 

the  defendant  that  they  would  accept dollars,  then 

and  there  paid  them  by  the  defendant,  and  by  the  plaintiffs 
then  and  there  accepted  and  received  in  full  satisfaction  of  said 
indebtedness;  and  divers  other  creditors  of  the  defendant  tiiea 

^  Act  of  Ongress,  March  2,  1867;  505.     For  a  brief  form,  see  Stepbecs 

U.  a  E.  S.,  sec.  6119.  v.  Ely,  6  Hill,  607. 

'  For  form  of  pleading  a  discharge        '  Sackett  v.  Andross,  5  Hill,  .'^< 
under  the  act  of  1841,  see  Ex  parte        *Gillou  v.  Bruen,  5  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs. 

Balch,  3  McLean,  221;  White  v.  How,  227;  Sackett  v.  Andross,  5  Hill,  3*J7. 
Id.  291 ;  see  Chitty's  Form  of  Prac-        ^  Hawkins'  Appeal,  34  Conn.  ^S; 

tice,    110;    Seaman  v.  Stoughton,  3  Sedgwick  v.  Place,  Id.  5o2,  note. 
Barb.  Ch.  344;  Johnson  v.  Fitzhugh,        6H>tt.  C.  &  S.  15,505. 
Id.  360;  Morse  v.  Cloyes,   11  Barb.         'Martin  v.  Berry,  37  Cal.  208. 
100;   Kuckniau  v.  Cowcll.  1  N.  Y.        *  VVolcott  v.  Hodge,  15  Gray,  547. 
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and  there  also,  by  the  same  deed,  agreed  to  accept,  and  did 
accept,  the  sum  currently  with  the  said  plaintiffs,  in  full  satis- 
faction of  the  several  debts  of  defendant  to  such  creditors  re- 
spectively, and  covenanted  with  the  defendant  not  to  sue  the 
defendant  for  such  respective  debts;  a  copy  of  which  deed  is 
hereto  annexed  as  a  part  hereof  [insert  copy]. 

§  3245.  What  Amounts  to  Compromise — ^Pleadings. — 
A  note  given  in  consideration  of  an  antecedent  indebtedness 
does  not  per  se  discharge  the  debt.  In  the  absence  of  an  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary,  the  only  effect  is  to  suspend  the  remedy 
until  the  maturity  of  the  note.'  If  the  creditors  of  a  failing 
debtor  agree  among  themselves,  with  the  assent  of  the  debtor, 
to  a  composition  of  their  respective  debts,  and  to  receive  in 
lieu  thereof  securities  of  a  certain  character,  and  one  of  tho 
creditors  subsequently  obtains  from  the  debtor  new  notes  of  a 
character  more  favorable  to  the  creditor  than  those  provided 
for  in  the  composition  agreement,  such  new  notes  are  void  for 
fraud,  not  only  as  to  the  other  creditors,  but  as  to  the  assenting 
debtor.*  A  plea  of  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
made  as  a  composition  is  bad  on  demurrer,  if  it  does  not  aver 
payment  or  a  tender  of  the  composition,  although  it  stated  that 
defendant  was  always  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  same.' 

§  3246.    Compromise. 

Form  No.  714. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  [State  demand  set  up  by  plaintiff.] 

II.  That  afterwards,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

at ,  the  defendant  agreed   to  pay  and  the  plaintiff 

agreed  in  writing  to  accept dollars,  in  full  satisfaction 

of  said  claim,  as  a  compromise  thereof. 

III.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at , 

the  defendant  paid  and  the  plaintiff  so  accepted  said  sxxvuJ' 

§  3247.    Credit  Unexpired. 

Form  No.  716. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  goods  mentioned  therein  were  sold  to  him  upon 

»  Smith  v.  Owens,  21  Cal.  11.  Wilcox,  7  Abb.  Pr.  336.     For  the  al- 

'  Id.  legations  of  an  answer  setting  up  an 

'  Fessard  v.  Mugnier,  18  C.  B.  286.  assignment  for   benefit  of    creditors 

For  the  allegations  of  an  answer  al-  made  as  a  composition,  see  Watkin- 

leging  composition  by  giving  renewal  son  v.  Inglesby,  5  Johns.  386. 

notes  which  the  plaintiff  subsequently  ^  See  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1524. 

refused  to  receive,   see  Warburg  v. 
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a  credit  of montba  from  the day  of , 

18.. 

II.  That  such  period  bad  not  elapsed  before  tbe  commence- 
ment  of  tbis  action. 

§  3248.  Essential  Allegations. — An  allegation  iu  an  answer 
tbat  certain  goods  were  sold  on  a  credit  wbicb  bad  not  expired 
is  a  conclusion  of  law.'  Tbe  facts  from  wbicb  tbe  concinsioo 
is  drawn  sbould  be  stated.  Sucb  a  plea  is  beld  to  be  not  uew 
matter  requiring  a  reply,  but  a  special  denial  tbat  tbe  dt-f end- 
ant  is  indebted  as  alleged  in  tbe  complaint.'  It  would  seem 
tbat  in  Pennsylvania  tbe  fact  tbat  a  suit  was  brougbt  iu  viola- 
tion of  an  agreement  to  give  time  is  not  a  reason  for  dismissing 
tbe  action.  It  sbould  bave  been  regularly  pleaded  and  tried/ 
A  coveuant  not  to  sue  for  five  years  is  no  bar  to  an  action  witliiQ 
tbat  time.*  Tbe  objection  tbat  tbe  suit  was  commenced  before 
tbe  cause  of  action  accrued  sbould  be  taken  by  answer.* 

§  3249.    Death  of  Defendant  tefore  Suit. 

Form  No,  716. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  defendant  G.  D.  answers  to  tbe  complaint: 

Tbat  A.  B.,  one  of  tbe  defendants  in  tbis  action,  died  at 

,  before  tbis  action,  and  on  or  about  tbe daj 

of 

§  3250.  Action,  -when  does  not  Abate. — An  action  shall 
not  abate  by  tbe  deatb  or  otber  disability  of  a  party,  or  by  tbe 
transfer  of  any  interest  tberein,  if  tbe  cause  of  action  survives. 
But  tbe  court  on  motion  may  allow  tbe  action  to  be  continued 
by  or  against  bis  representative  or  successor  in  interest.  In 
case  of  any  otber  transfer  of  interest,  tbe  action  may  be  con- 
tinued in  tbe  name  of  tbe  original  party,  or  tbe  person  to  whom 
tbe  transfer  is  made  may  be  substituted.'  Wbetber  tbe  caoBd 
of  action  survives  on  tbe  deatb  of  a  party  depends  upon  local 
law.^  But  an  action  for  a  penalty  and  causes  of  action  ex  de- 
licto die  witb  tbe  defendant."  So,  actions  in  trespass  do  not 
survive.*    Tbis  section  applies  only  wbere  tbe  cause  of  action 

'  Levinson  v.  Schwartz,  22  Cal.  229.  ure,  gives  a  party  the  ri*3j}it  to  inter- 

*  Gilbert  V.  Cram,  12  IIow.  Pr.  4.55.  vcnc   during  the  peniU'ncy  of  s^ni'' 
'  Murdock  V.  Steiner,45  Pa.  St.  349.  either  before  or  after  issue  joiocil: 

*  Howland  v.  Marvin,  5  Cal.  501.  Sec  Brooks  v.  Hager,  5  Cal.  2^1. 

*  Smith  V.  Holmes,  19  N.  Y.  271.  ^  Hatiield  v.  Bushuell,   1  BUtchf. 
•Cal.  Code  C.   P.,  sec.   385;  New  393. 

York  Code,  ed.  1877,  sec.  725;  Laws  *  Jones  v.  Vanzandt's  Adin'r,  4  M<> 

of  Ore;^'on,  sees,   37,  38;  Idalio,  sec.  Lean,    G04;    Hcnshaw   v.   MiUeri  1' 

10;  Nevada,  sec.  10;  Wash.  T.,  sec.  How.  U.  S.  212. 

17;  2  Wliitt.  Pr.,  sec.  204.     Section  » Dyckman  v.  Allen,  2  How.  Tr.  17. 
387»  California  code  of  civil  proced- 
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survives  agaiost  the  surviving  defendant/  Although  technically 
Kounding  in  tort,  au  action  for  iujury  to  property  survives  uuder 
New  "York  statute  in  the  same  manner  as  an  action  on  contract.' 
Tbo  Rtatute  has  changed  the  practice  in  this  respect,  for  at  com- 
xuon  law  all  personal  actions  die  with  the  party.'  So,  at  common 
law,  ia  actions  ex  delicto^  where  the  wrong-doer  acquired  no 
real  gfain,  although  the  injured  party  moy  have  much  loss,  the 
death  of  either  party  destroyed  the  right  of  action.* 

§  3251.  Death  of  Sole  PledntifT.— On  the  death  of  a  sole 
2>laiiitifir,  the  action  may  be  continued  in  the  name  of  the  repre- 
eeutative  of  the  decedent.^ 

§  3252.  Death  of  Sole  Defendant.— On  the  death  of  sole 
defendant  before  verdict  or  judgment,  his  representatives  can 
not  be  substituted  against  the  wishes  of  plaintiff,  unless  the  de- 
fendant had  acquired  some  rights  in  the  litigation,  as  where  a 
counter-claim  has  been  pleaded.^  An  action  in  such  case  for 
the  recovery  of  possession  of  specific  personal  or  real  property 
wholly  abates.'  It  is  otherwise  in  California.  Section  1584  of 
the  code  of  civil  procedure  provides  that  *'any  person  or  his 
personal  representatives  may  maintain  an  action  against  the 
executor  or  administrator  of  any  testator  or  intestate,  who,  in 
his  life- time,  has  wasted,  destroyed,  taken,  or  carried  away,  or 
converted  to  his  own  use,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  any  such 
person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate  of  such 
person."  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  death  by  a 
wrongful  act,  the  action  may  be  continued  against  personal 
representatives  of  defendant." 

§  3253.  Death  of  One  of  Several  Defendants. — In  case 
of  the  death  of  one  of  several  defendants,  the  action  may  be- 
continued  as  to  the  others.'  'Where  defendants  are  executors^ 
trustees,  joint  tenants,  or  copartners,  the  action  continues 
against  the  survivors.'* 

§  8254.  Death  of  Husband. — A  wife  may  proceed  or  not,, 
at  her  election,  and  is  not  liable  for  costs  if  she  refuses.'*     A 

^■Williama  v.  Kent,  15  Wend.  360.  'Hopkins  v.   Adams,   5  Abb.   Pr. 

«  llaight  V.  Hay t,  10  N.  Y.  404.  Sol ;  Mosely  v.  Mosely,  1 1  Id.  10,");  Put- 

'  Wilbur  V.  Gilmore,  21   Pick.  *2oO.  nam  v.  Van  Buren,  7  How.    Pr.  31; 

*^liddlcton  V.  Robinson,  1  Bay,  58;  Moaeley  v.  Albany  N.  11.  R^  Co.,  14 

Mcllcn    V.    Baldwin,   4    ISIass.    4S0;  Id.  71. 

Holmes  V.  Moore,  5  Pick.  257.  **  Yertore  v.  Wiswall,  16  How.  Pr. 

*Ridjeway    v.    Bulklcy,   7    How.  8;  Doedt  v.  Wiswall,  15  Id.  I'.i8. 

Pr.  2C1);  Bunta  v.  Marccllus,  2  Barb.  •  Gardner  v.  Walker,  22  How.  Pr. 

373;  Bain  v.  Pine,  1  Hill,  616;  Jarvis  405;  Gordon  v.  Sterling,  13  Id.  405. 

V.   Folch,   14  Abb.   Pr.   46;  Reed  v.  »"  Lachaise  v.  Libby,  13  Abb.  Pr.  7; 

Butler,  11  Id.  128.  Bucknam  v.  Brett,  Id.  119. 

**  Livermore  V.  Bainbridge,  61  Barb.  "  Mitf.    PI.   59;    Dewall  v.  Coven-- 

358.  hoveu,  5  Paige  Ch.  581. 
Enxs,  Vol.  n— 33 
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demand  in  right  of  the  wife  does  not  abate  on  deatb  of  the 
hubbund.'  If,  after  decree  of  divorce,  directing  division  of  the 
common  property,  the  husband  dies,  the  heirs  must  be  substi- 
tuted ns  parties  in  his  stead.' 

§  3255.  Death  of  Wife. — An  action  against  husband  and 
wife,  for  the  debt  of  the  wife  contracted  while  v^feme  Sftle,  abater 
on  her  death,  before  judgment.'  The  death  of  a  wife  witboat 
issue  living  defeats  a  recovery  by  the  husband  in  aa  action  for 
the  homestead.^ 

§  3256.  Death  of  Appellant. — In  action  on  a  personal 
tort,  on  the  death  of  appellant  during  appeal  from  a  judgment 
against  him,  the  appeal  may  be  continued  by  his  represeutatives 
in  their  name.^  The  death  of  appellant,  after  argument  of  the 
case  upon  appeal,  does  not  constitute  a  gi'ound  for  delaying 
decision  or  departing  from  the  ordinary  course  of  procedurt-. 
Judgment  may  be  entered,  but  it  should  be  on  a  day  anterior  to 
appellant's  death.' 

§  3257.  Death  before  Trial.— Where  plaintiff  in  an  action 
died  before  trial,  and  the  subsequent  order  for  judgment  con- 
tained a  recital  as  follows:  '*  This  action  having  been  continued, 
in  consequence  of  death  of  plaintiff,  by  his  executor,  Samuel 
Webb,  and  jury  having  found  verdict  for  plaintiff,  and  then 
awarded  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff,"  it  was  held  that  the 
recital  sufficiently  showed  a  suggestion  of  death  of  original 
l^laintiff,  and  continuance  and  revival  of  the  cause  in  the  name 
of  the  executor.^ 

§  3258.  Death  before  Argument.^The  rule  is  different  if 
the  death  occurs  previous  to  argument.  In  that  event,  pro- 
ceedings can  only  be  had  upon  leave  given  after  suggestion  of 
djeath  is  made." 

§  3259.  Death  after  Verdict.— In  California,  where  a 
party  to  an  action  dies  after  verdict  or  other  decision  thereon, 
judgment  in  pursuance  of  such  verdict  or  decision  mny  never- 
theless be  rendered,  as  provided  in  section  202  of  the  practice 
act;'  but  in  no  other  such  case  can  judgment  be  rendered  so  as 


» Mitf.  PI.  59;  Dewall  v.  Covenho- 
ven,  5  Paice  Cb.  681;  McDowl  v. 
Charles,  6  Johns.  Ch.  132. 

*Ewald  V.  Corl>ett,  32  Cal.  493. 

»  Williams  V.  Kent.  15  Wend.   3G0. 

*Gee  V.  Moore,  14  Cal.  472. 

» Miller  V.  Giian,  7  How.  Pr.  159; 
but  see  Hastings  v.  McKinlcy,  8  Id. 
175.  In  writs  of  error  in  the  United 
States  supreme  court,  see  Green  v. 
"Watkins,  C  Wheat.  2G0;   McKinucy 


V.  Carroll,  12  Pet  66.  As  to  limita- 
tion of  time  for  suggestion  of  death, 
see  Phillips  y.  Preston,  1 1  How.  U. 
S.294. 

«  Black  V.  Shaw,  20  Cal.  68;  Beach 
V.  Gregory,  2  Abb.  Pr.  203. 

'Sanchez  v.  Roach,  5  Cal.  24S; 
Gregory  v.  Haynes,  21  Id.  413. 

*  Black  V.  Shaw,  20  Cal.  08;  Warren 
V.  Eddy,  13  Abb.  Pr.  28. 

•Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  660. 
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to  affect  the  interests  of  the  representatives  or  successors  of  the 
party  deceased,  without  the  proper  substitution  of  such  repre- 
sentatives or  successors/ 

§  3260.  Death  tefore  or  after  Judgment. — ^Death  of  de- 
feudant  before  judgment  destroys  the  lien  of  an  attachment, 
and  the  property  passes  into  possession  of  the  administrator.* 
The  death  of  a  party  before  judgment,  when  presumed,  though 
not  proved,  renders  any  subsequent  proceedings  irregular.' 
The  death  of  a  party  after  hearing,  but  before  actual  decision, 
works  no  abatement;  judgment  may  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc* 
Death  of  party  after  decree  works  no  abatement.^ 

§  3261.  Death  pending  Supplementary  Proceedings. 
The  proceedings  abate  on  the  death  of  sole  judgment  debtor.* 

§  3262.  Death  of  Party  In  Equitable  Actions. — In  equity 
the  suit  does  not  abate  by  death  of  a  co-plaintiff  or  co-defend- 
ant; the  suit  may  be  amended  by  adding  the  necessary  parties.^ 

§  3263.  Party  Civilly  Dead.— When  plaintiff  or  defendant 
is  sentenced  to  state  prison,  the  action  abates.'  But  this  can 
not  be  pleaded  by  the  party  so  civilly  dead,  it  must  be  by  his 
re  pr  ese  u  tat  i  ves .' 

§  3264.  Suggestion  of  Death.— It  is  regular  and  proper  to 
suggest  the  death  of  a  party  to  an  action  in  any  court,  and  at 
any  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  the  death  of  a  party  occurring 
before  the  appeal  taken  may  be  shown  in  the  appellate  court  by 
affidavit  of  the  fact.*® 

§  3265.    Duress. 

Form  No.  717. 

[TiTUB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  -complaint : 

I.  That  the  [bond]  mentioned  therein  was  extorted  from  him 
b}'  threats  of  personal  violence,  and  was  executed  by  him  under 
fear  of  the  same  [or  from  fear  while  in  prison,  etc. ;  state  force, 
etc.] 

II.  That  the  said  [bond]  was  executed  by  him  without  any 
consideration  therefor. 

>  Jndson  v.  Love,  35  Cal.  403.  nell,  21  How.  Pr.  34;  S.C.,  12  Abb.  Pr. 

2  Myers  v.  Mott,  29  Cal.  359;  Hens-  280. 

ley  V.  Morgan,  47  Id.  022;  Ham  v.  'Hasewell  v.  Penman,  2  Abb.  Pr. 

Cunningham,  50  Iil.  365.  230.                  • 

^  Gcny  V.  Post,  13  How.  Pr.  118.  '  Fisher  v.  Rnfherford,  Baldw.  188. 

*  Ehle  V.  Moyer,  8  How.  Pr.  244;  "Graham  v.  Adams,  2  Johns.  Cas. 

Dicfendorf  v.  House,  9  Id.  243;  Craw-  408;  O'Brien  v.  Hagan,  1  Duer,  G64. 

ford  V.  Wilson,  4  Barb.  504.  •  Freeman  v.  Frank,  10  Ahh.  Pr.370. 

5  Cowell  V.  Buckelew,  14  Cal.  041 ;  '"Judson    v.    Love,    35    Cal.    463; 

Thwinfj  V.  Thwing,  18  How.  Pr.  458;  Shartzer  v.  Love,  40  Id.  90;  Taylor  v. 

S.  C.,9  Abb.  IV.  323;  Lyude  v.O'Dou-  Western  P.  R.  11.  Co.,  45  Id.  337. 
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§  3266.  Duress,  What  Amounts  to. — Duress  is  persooal 
restraint,  or  fear  of  personal  injury  or  imprisoniDent.^  Durvs^ 
of  imprisonment  is  where  a  man  actually  loses  his  liberty.  If  a 
man  be  illegally  deprived  of  his  liberty  until  he  sigfn  and  seil  a 
bond,  or  the  like,  he  may  allege  this  duress  and  aToicI  the  boml' 
But  if  a  man  be  legally  imprisoned,  and,  either  to  procure  bis 
discharge  or  on  any  other  fair  account,  seal  a  bond  or  deed, 
this  is  not  by  duress  of  impnsonment,  and  he  is  not  at  liberty 
to  avoid  it.' 

Duress  per  mina'f,  which  is  either  for  fear  of  loss  of  life  or 
else  for  fear  of  mayhem  or  loss  of  limb,  must  be  U]^on  sofficieot 
reason/    Lord  Coke  adds  to  these  fear  of  imprisonment.^    In 
order  to  avoid  a  note  on  the  ground  that  it  was  procured  br 
menace  of  arrest  or  imprisonment,  it  must  appear  that  tbe 
menace  was  of  unlawful  imprisonment,  and  that  the  maker  wa.s 
put  in  fear  of  such  imprisonment,  and  was  thereby  induced  to 
excute  it.'    An  abuse  of  process  against  the  person  to  compel 
a  party  to  do  any  act  against  his  will  is  a  duress,  and  the  act 
done  may  be  avoided.^    It  has  been  held  that  a  restraint  of 
goods  under  circumstances  of  hardship  will  avoid  a  contract.* 
In  the  case  of  violence  or  threats,  the  age,  sex,  state  of  health. 
etc.,  must  be  taken  into  consideration;  and  they  are  grounds  of 
avoiding  the  contract  not  only  when  they  are  exercised  on  tbe 
contracting  party  in  person,  but  when  the  wife,  the  husband, 
the  descendants  or  ancestors  of  the  party  are  the  object  of  them. 
Duress  can  not  be  pleaded  by  a  stranger.'    Duress,  as  defined 
by  tbe  California  code,  consists  in:  1.  Unlawful  confinement  of 
the  person  of  the  party,  or  of  the  husband  or  wife  of  such  party, 
or  of  an  ancestor,  descendant,  or  adopted  child  of  such  partr, 
husband,  or  wife;  2.  Unlawful  detention  of  the  property  of  any 
such  person;   or  confinement  of  such  peraon,  lawful  in  form, 
but  fraudulently  obtained,  or  fraudulently  made  unjustly  harass- 
ing or  oppressive." 

^  Hazelrigg  v.  Donaldson,  2  Mete.  ^  Breck    v.    Blanchard,   22  N.  H. 

(Ky.)445.  303. 

*  Craig  V.  Ward,  9  Johns.  201;  El-  »  Craig  v.  Ward,  9  Johns.  201;  El- 
liott V.  Swartwout,  10  Pet.  137.  liott  r.  Swartwout,  10  Pet.  137;  ^^^ 

'  Coke,  2  Inst.  482;  Hollingsworth  see  Hazelrigg  v.  DoDaldston,  2  ^l^^'- 

V.   Napier,  3  Csd.   108;,  Watkins   v.  (Ky.)  445;  Maiasouaire  v.  Keating'. - 

Baird,  C  Mass.  511;  Eddy  v.  Herrin,  Gall  C.  C.  337. 

17  Me.  338.  '  McClintick   v.  Cummins,   3  3fc' 

*  1  Bla.  Com.  131.  Lean,  158. 

s  Coke,  2  Inst.  483.  '<»  Cal.   Civil  Code,  sec   1569.    A* 

^  Knapp  V.  Hyde,  60  Barb.  80;  see    to  menace,  see  Id.,  sec  lo70. 
also  Landa  v.  Obert,  45  Tex.  589. 
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§  3267.    Former  Judgment. 

Form  No,  718, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. .,  at    ,  in  an 

action  then  pending  in  the    court,  between   A.   B., 

plain tifiT,  and  C.  D.,  defendant,  and  for  the  same  canse  of  ac- 
tion as  that  set  forth  in  the  complaint  herein,  judgment  was 
duly  given  and  made  [describe  the  judgment]. 

§  32G8.  Dismissal  of  Suit. — A  dismissal  of  the  complaint 
upon  the  merits  bars  a  fresh  action,  especially  where  the  com- 
plaint is  in  equity.'  Dismissal  of  suit  to  obtain  probate  of 
a  will  is  no  bar  to  introduction  of  evidence  to  show  its  fraudu- 
lent destruction,  to  establish  title  in  partition.'  But  judgment 
of  daismissal  of  premature  suit  is  no  bar  to  a  fresh  action  on  the 
demand,  when  matured.'  So,  also,  dismissal  on  ground  of  want 
of  capacity  to  sue  is  no  bar  to  subsequent  action  legally  instituted.* 
And  when  dismissal  of  complaint  is  relied  upon  in  bar,  it  must 
be  shown  that  it  was  a  judicial  determination  of  the  same  point.^ 
Ordinarily,  when  an  action  is  dismissed  without  any  judicial  de- 
termination of  the  controversy,  it  is  no  bar  to  another  suit. 

§  3269.  lifTect  of  Former  Judgment. — Where  a  court  in 
a  former  action  between  the  same  parties  had  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  aud  the  parties,  and  the  questions  of  fact  were  the 
same  as  in  the  subsequent  action,  and  were  necessary  to  its 
decision,  and  either  were  or  might  have  been  litigated  in  the 
suit,  and  the  final  hearing  was  upon  its  merits,  the  judgment  is 
res  adjudicata  as  to  all  those  things  that  were,  or  under  the 
pleadings  might  have  been,  controverted  in  that  action  whose 
adjudication  was  necessary  to  the  final  disposition  of  the  case.° 
A  judgment  in  a  former  action  is  well  pleaded  as  a  bar  in  a 
second  action,  provided  the  cause  of  action  is  the  same,  though 
the  form  of  action  had  been  changed.^  The  cause  of  action  is 
said  to  be  the  same  as  that  in  a  former  suit,  where  the  same 
evidence  would  support  both  actions.*  Recovery  of  judgment 
against  a  firm  upon  a  contract  fraudulently  induced  by  one 
member  is  no  bar  to  an  action  against  that  member  for  the 
fraud.'    If  parties  go  to  trial  on  a  plea  of  former  recovery  in  an 

^  Bostwick  V.  Abbott,  40  Barb.  331;        «  Keene  v.  Clark,  5  Robt.  88. 
S.  C,  10  Abb.  Pr.  417.  '  Taylor  v.  Castle,  42  Cal.  3G7. 

''  liaiTis  V.  Harris,  iZG  N.  Y.  433.  » Id. 

» Wiicox  V.  Lee,  20  How.  Pr.  418;        » Goldberg  v.  Dougherty,  39  N.  Y. 

S.  C,  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  2.">0.  Supr.  Ct.  (7  J.  &  Sp.)  189.    In  actions 

*  Ilobbins  V.  Wells,  20  How.  Pr.  15;  ex  dcficto,  see  Atlantic  Dock  etc.  Co., 

S.  C,  18  Abb.  Fr.  191.  v.  Tlio  Mayor,  etc.,  53  N.  Y.  04. 

^  Smith  V.  Ferris,  1  Daly,  18. 
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attachment  execution,  \^ithout  a  replication,  ibis  does  not 
amount  to  a  confession  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the 
plea.^ 

§  3270.  Essential  Allegations. — ^It  is  generally  necessarj 
to  allege  that  the  former  judgment  is  in  full  force,  bat  it  muj 
sufficiently  appear  by  implication.'  In  Iowa  and  Indiana  such 
a  plea  must  be  accompanied  with  an  exhibit  of  the  record.'  A 
plea  can  not  contradict  the  record  of  a  former  suit.  Errors  in 
the  original  suit  should  have  been  corrected  as  they  occorretl.* 
Where  a  judgment  in  a  prior  suit  is  set  up  in  defense  to  tm 
action,  a  complete  record  of  all  the  pleadings  and  proceed iugs 
in  the  case  in  which  it  was  rendered  should  be  made  part  uf 
the  answer.^  The  rule  that  a  decree  must  be  enrolled  before  it 
can  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  second  bill  for  the  same  matter  is 
not  applicable  to  a  case  where  the  bill  is  filed  to  impeacb  a 
decree  on  the  ground  of  fraud.*  A  judgment  in  a  former  suit 
between  the  same  parties,  for  the  same  cause,  and  in  the  same 
form,  is  a  bar  to  any  other  suit.^  But  such  judgment  must  he 
specially  pleaded.'  For  evidence  of  a  former  recovery  for  the 
same  cause  of  action  can  not  be  given  in  any  action  whatever, 
under  an  answer  containing  only  denials  of  the  complaint,  or 
an  allegation  of  the  pendency  of  another  action.'  The  rule  of 
the  old  practice,  permitting  such  evidence  to  be  given  under 
the  general  issue  in  actions  of  ejectment  and  trover,'*  is  abro- 
gated by  the  code."  If  there  is  no  opportunity  to  plead  it,  it 
may  be  put  in  evidence. ''  It  may  be  pleaded  in  an  equity 
suit."  Whether  pleaded  or  not,  it  must  be  proved  in  evi- 
dence."   It  may  be  waived." 

§  3271.  Parties. — If  the  parties  are  not  the  same,  allega- 
tions to  show  their  privity  with  the  present  parties  must  be 
inserted.** 

1  Tarns  V.  Bullitt,  35  Pa.  St.  308.  •  N.  Y.  Code,  ed.  1877,  sec.  500; 

^  Southern  Life  Ins.  and  Trust  Co.  Hendricks  v.  Decker,  35  Barb  298. 
V.  Davis,  4  Edw.  Ch.  688.  "  Young  v.  Bunnell,  2  Hill.   47S; 

<  Adkins  v.  Hudson,  19  Ind.  392;  S.  C,  5  Id.  61;  Miller  v.  Mannice,  6 

Lee  V.  Keister,  11  Iowa,  480.  Id.  125;  Wright  v.  Butter,  6  Wend. 

*  Hall  V.  Singer,  3  McLean,  17.  284;  Denison  v.  Seymour,  9  Id.  9. 

^  Williamson  v.  Foreman,  23  Ind.       ^^  Hendricks  v.    Decker,  35  Barh. 

540;  Ringle  v.  Weston,  Id.  588.  298. 

"Pearse  V.  Dobinson,  L.  B^,  1  Eq.,       "Flandreau    v.    Downey,   23   CaL 

244.  358;  Clink  v.  Thurston,  47  Id,  29. 

'  McRnight  v.  Taylor,  1  Mo.  282.  "  San  Francisco  v.  S.  V.  W.  W., 

»  Love  V.  Waltz,  7  Cal.  250;  Picrcy  39  Cal.  482. 
V.  Sabin,  10  Id.  22;  Vance  v.  dinger,       ^*  People  v.  De  La  Guerra,  24  CaL 

27  Id.  358;  Marshall  v.  Shaffcer,  32  78. 

Id.  176;  Brazil}  v.  Isham,  2  Kern.  17;       "Semple  v.  Ware,  42  Cal.  621. 
Bichardson  v.  Hickman,  22  Ind.  244;       ^^  Goddard  v.  Benson,  15  Abb.  Pr. 

BGO  Welsh  V.  Lindo,  1  Crancb  C.  C.  580.  191. 
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§  3272.    Foreign  Ad  judloation— Essential  Allegations.— 

If  defendant  relies  upon  proceedings  under  the  statute  of  an- 
other state,  he  must  set  out  the  statute,  that  the  court  may  see 
whether  the  proceedings  were  \7arranted  by  the  statute  or  not; 
aud  the  general  allegation  that  the  proceedings  were  pursuant 
to  the  statute  is  not  sufficient.'  A  plea  which  sets  up  a  foreign 
judgment  must  contain  an  allegation  that  the  court  had  juris- 
diction, or  so  much  of  the  proceedings  must  be  spread  on  the 
record  as  will  show  affirmatively  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction.' 
Judgment  of  a  foreign  tribunal  having  full  cognizance  of  the 
same  controversy  held  conclusive  upon  the  merits,  and  only 
impeachable  for  want  of  jurisdiction  or  fraud.'  A  plea  which 
sets  up  in  bar  of  an  action  upon  a  contract  that  property  was 
attached  in  a  in*evious  suit  to  answer  for  the  same  demand,  and 
was  lost,  should  show  how  the  loss  occurred.* 

§  3273.  Offer  of  Testimony  in  Former  Suit.— The  judg- 
ment or  decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  is  not  only 
final  as  to  the  matter  actually  determined,  but  as  to  every  other 
matter  which  the  parties  might  have  litigated  and  had  decided 
under  the  pleadings.*  The  rule  is,  however,  more  properly  and 
less  broadly  stated  in  Miller  v.  Manice,G  Hill,  121,  a  case  where 
the  general  declaration  embraced  several  causes  action.  It  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  in  a  second  suit  may  show  that  he 
"offered"  no  evidence  as  to  one  of  the  causes,  aud  that  the 
cause  went  to  the  jury  upon  a  different  part  of  his  claim  from 
that  for  which  his  second  suit  is  brought,  in  which  case  the 
judgment  in  the  first  will  be  no  bar  to  the  second.  But  where 
lie  attempts  to  give  evidence,  and  submits  the  question  to  the 
jury  without  withdrawing  any  part  of  his  claim,  the  defendant 
may  insist  upon  the  first  judgment  as  a  bar.' 

§  3274.  When  a  Bar. — A  former  judgment  rendered  in  an 
action  tried  upon  its  merits,  between  the  same  parties,  and  upon 
the  same  subject-matter,  is,  if  properly  pleaded,  an  effectual 
bar  to  another  action  between  tho  same  parties  on  the  same 

'  Walker  V.  Maxwell,  1  Mass.  104;  scnted  as  a  defense,  see  Welsh  v.  Lindo, 

Holmes  v.  BrougLtou,  10  Wend.  75.  I  Crancli  C  C.  508.    For  an  insufficient 

*  Bumhani  V.  Webster,  Davcis,  23G.  pica  of  attachment  in  former  action, 

'Lazier  v.  W'eatcott,  26  N.  Y.  146;  see  New  England  Screw  Co.  v.  L.iven, 

Phillips   V.   Godfrey,    7    Bosw.    150;  3    Blatchf.    240;    compare    Stone   v. 

Jarvis  v.  Sewall,  40  Barb.  449;   see  Stone,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  119. 

Taylor  v.  Shew,  39  Cal.  539.     For  a  ♦Starr  v.  Moore,  3  McLean,  3.34. 

pica    of    an   adjudication    that    tho  ^  La  Guen  v.  Gouverueur,  1  Johns. 

assignment    under    which    plaintiffs  Cos.  436,  approved  in  Brucu  v.  Ilonc, 

claimed  was  fraudulent  and  void,  see  2  Barb.  590;  Southgate  v.  Moutgora- 

Southern  Life  Ins.  and  Trust  Co.  v.  ery,  I  Paige  Ch.  47;  Simson  v.  Hart, 

Davis,  4  Kdw.  Ch.  588.    Under  what  14  Johns.  77. 

plea  former  adjudication  may  he  pre-  ^  Baruum  v.  Reynolds,  33  Cal.  643. 
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I 

cause;  but  it  is  do  defense  to  a  cause  of  action  accrued  after     \ 
tbe  rendition  of  such  judgment.'     Where  the  same  subject-     i 
matter  has  been  fairly  put  in  issue  and  once  tried  upon  its     | 
merits,  it  can  not  be  again  litigated,  and  a  former  judgment  is 
a  bar  so  long  as  it  remains  unreversed.^    A  judgmeut  in  a  jus- 
tice's court  for  damages  caused  by  tbe  alleged  diversion  of  a 
stream  of  water  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  in  tbe  suorfiue 
[district]  court  involving   tbe  same  issues.'     Adjudication  in 
a  former  suit  is  conclusive  as  to  tbe  defense  then  existent,  but 
not  so  ns  to  another  subsequently  arising,  and  which  could  not 
then  have  been  interposed.* 

§  3275.    When  not  a  Bar. — A  judgment  in  a  former  action 
is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action,  although  the  pleadings  pre- 
sent the  same  matter,  if  it  appears  either  by  the  record,  or,  ii 
seems,  by  extraneous  evidence,  that  tbe  matter  in  question  was 
not  litigated,  and  actual  evidence  was  not  given  as  to  it,  and  it 
was  not  submitted  to  tbe  court,  but  that  the  trial  and  yerdict 
l^roceeded  upon  other  grounds.^     A  decree  dismissing  a  bill  for 
matters  not  involving  merits  is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit.*    A 
judgment  against  one  of  two  several  obligors  without  satisfac- 
tion is  no  bar  to  an  action  against  tbe  other. ^    In  an  action 
against  an  infant  for  damages,  a  judgment  of  discontinuance  iu 
a  former  action  for  tbe  same  cause  brought  in  the  court  of  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  tbe  judgment  being  rendered  on  the  grouD<l 
that  tbe  defendant  was  an  infant  and  no  guardian  had  been  ap- 
pointed, is  no  bar.     A  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed 
against  an  infant  defendant,  after  the  return  of  process,  until  a 
guardian  has  been  appointed.'    When  the  court  rendering  judg- 
ment has  failed  to  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  person  or  sub- 
ject-matter in  controversy,  its  action  is  null,  and  no  bar  to  future 
proceeding."     So,  also,  where  such  court  has  not  exercised  its 
jurisdiction  within  the  limits  imposed  by  statute. ^'^ 

§  327G.     When  an  Sistoppel. — If  on.  the  case  made  by  tbe 

*  Jones  V.  City  of  Petaluma,  36  Cal.     2.3S;  Leese  v.  Sherwood,  21  Id.  IW; 
220;  Barnum  v.  Reynolds,  38  Id.  643.     Ford  v.  Doyle,  44  Id.  635. 

«  McKnight  V.  Taylor,  1  Mo.  282;  *  Burwell  v.  Knight,  51  Barb,  267. 

San  Francisco  v.  S.  V.  W.  W.,  39  Cal.  •  Hughes  v.  United  States,  4  Wail 

473;  Ktcheborne  v.  Anzerais,  45  Id.  232;  sec  also  Tatton  v.  Addams,  io 

121;  llahm  v.  Minis,  40  Id.  422.  Pa.  St.  67. 

^  Boyer    v.     Schofield,    2    Keyes,  '  Armstrong  v.  Prewett,  6  Mo.  470. 

628.  «  Han'ey  v.  Large,  61  Barb.  222. 

*  Smith  V.  McCluskey,  45  Barb.  610;  »Sagendorph  v.  Shult,  41  Barb, 
see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1S08,  declar-  102;  Gage  v.  Hill,  43  Id.  44;  Porter 
ing  the  eflcct  of  a  jnd^^ment  or  final  v.  Bronson,  29  How.  Pr.  292;  19  Abb, 
order  in  an  action  or  special  proceed-  Pr.  236. 

ing.     Consult  Miller  v.  Van  Taspel,  *"  Bloomer  v.  Merrill,  29  How.  Pr. 

24  Cal.  4CC;  Boggs  v.  Claik,  37  Id.  259. 
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complaint,  tbe  defendant  is  not  called  upon  or  has  no  opportu- 
nity to  p]ead  a  former  judgment  as  an  estoppel,  it  may  be  re- 
ceived in  evidence  as  matter  of  estoppel  without  Laving  been 
pleaded.'  A  judgment  to  operate  as  an  estoppel  must  be  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  upon  tbe  same 
subject-matter,  in  a  cause  regularly  tried  on  its  merits,  upon 
issue  duly  joined  bj^  proper  pleadings  in  sucb  court,  between  the 
same  parties  or  their  privies."  Suffering  judgment  for  whole 
amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  held  to  estop  defendant  from  bring- 
ing subsequent  suit  for  an  omitted  credit,  which  he  might  have 
set  up  as  a  defense;'  and  recovery  of  part  of  an  entire  demand 
estops  any  suit  being  brought  for  the  residue.^  Disallowance 
of  claim,  as  set-off  in  one  action,  estops  another  being  brought 
for  it.^  A  judgment  obtained  pendente  lite  in  an  action  previ- 
ously brought  may  operate  as  an  estoppel.' 
§  3277.    Fraud. 

Ihrm  No,  719, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  induced  him  to  make  the  note  mentioned 
in  the  complaint  by  representing  that  he  was  authorized  by  one 
A.  B.,  to  whom  the  defendant  owed  the  amount  of  the  same,  to 
tuke  a  note  to  himself  in  satisfaction  of  such  debt  [or  otherwise 
state  the  fraudulent  misrepresentations,  etc.] 

II.  That  the  said  representations  were  false. 

III.  That  the  defendant  received  no  consideration  for  the 
said  note.^ 

§  3278.  Essential  Averments — Fraudulent  Misrepre- 
sentations.— To  set  aside  for  fraud  a  decree  signed  and  en  ^ 
rolled,  actual,  positive  fraud  must  be  shown.  Mere  constructive 
fraud  is  not  sufficient,  at  all  events  after  long  delay."  An  answer 
seeking  to  avoid  a  contract,  by  reason  of  fraudulent  misrepre- 
sentations of  the  plaintiff  in  procuring  it,  must  state  in  what 
the  misrepresentations  consisted,  and  they  must  be  of  matter  of 
fact  of  which  defendant  was  ignorant,  and  not  of  law.'  False 
rej^resentations  in  respect  to  the  profitable  nature  of  a  business 

^Jackson    v.    Lodge,   36    Cal.   28;  61;  see,  on  the  other  band,  as  to  course 

Cliuk  V.  Thurston,  47  Id.  29.  to  be  pursued  when  judgment  relied 

*  Boggs  V.  Clnrk,  37  Cal.  236.  upon  as  an  estoppel  is  reversed  pen- 
»  Binck  V.  Wood,  43  Barb.  315.  dcnte  lile,   Gilchrist   v.   Comfort,  26 

*  Hopf    V.    Myers,   42    Biirb.    270;  How.  Pr.  394. 

Bancroft  v.  Winspear,  44  Id.  209.  '  This  form  is  from  the  Code  Com- 

'  Rogers   v.    Rogers,    1   Daly,   194;  missioners' Book,  of  New  York. 

see  aho,  as  to  similar  effect  of  setting  ®  Patch  v. Ward,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.,  203. 

up  demand  by  way  of  counter-claim,  •  People  v.  Supervisors  of  San  Fran- 

CoUycr  V.  Collins/ 17  Abb.  Pr.  407.  cisco,  27  Cal.  050;  Holdredge  v.  Webb, 

6  Bank  of  Beloit  v.  Bcale,  7  Bosw.  04  Barb.  9. 
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carried  on  upon  leased  premises,  whereby  defendant  was  iiidaced 
to  guarantee  tbe  rent,  may  be  set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action 
on  his  guaranty.*  The  answer  was  held  fatally  defective  iu  not 
charging  the  representations  to  have  been  fraudulently  made, 
or  that  there  was  a  warranty  of  some  particulnr  quantity.' 
Where  an  answer  contains  a  general  allegation  of  fraud,  and 
plaintiffs  go  to  trial  upon  the  issue  thus  joined,  without  taking 
any  exception  to  the  answer  on  the  ground  of  suffieieucy,  and 
there  is  no  objection  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  testiiuony 
introduced  by  defendants  in  support  of  the  issue  of  fi*aui1,  an 
objection  to  the  answer,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  contain 
a  statement  of  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  constitut- 
ing the  alleged  fraud,  can  not  be  entertained  by  the  8u)>reme 
court  on  appeal.'  Fraud  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  the 
circumstances  constituting  fraud  must  be  set  up.*  An  answer 
alleging  that  a  judgment  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  collusion  between  parties  named  is  sufficiently 
definite  and  certain,  without  specifying  the  acts  which  show 
fraud  and  collusion.^  An  answer  presents  a  good  defense  to  an 
action  which  is  brought  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  if  it  states  cir- 
cumstances from  which  it  can  be  reasonably  inferred  that  the 
fraud  charged  could  not  have  been  practiced.' 
§  3279.     Infancy  of  Plaintiff 

Form  No,  720. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  is  not  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  [if  a 
female,  eighteen  years];  or  that  .at  the  commencement  of  this 
action  the  plaintiff  was  not  of  the  age  of  [twenty-one]  years, 
and  has  no  guardian  appointed  herein. 

§  3280.    Infancy  of  Defendant. 

Form  No,  721. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  supposed  agreement  [or  of 

the  delivery  of  the  goods]  mentioned  therein,  he  was  under  the 

»  Mendelson    v.    Slx)ut,   37    N.    Y.  ■  King  v.  Davis,  34  Cal.  100. 
Supr.  Ct.  (5  J.  &  Sp.)  408.     For  other  *  People  v.  Sllpe^vi^o^sc.f  San  Fran- 
cases  involving  fraud  and  illegality,  cisco,  27  Cal.  Goii;  Gift'ord  v.  C«r\  iUe, 
sec   Donis   v.^Frcnch,   4   Hun,  '29-2;  29  Id.  589;  I^mott  v.  IJutlir,  IS  IiL 
Knowing   v.    Maidey,    13   Abb.    Pr.,  32;  Ilasmubt^en  v.  McKniulit,  3  West 
N.  S.,  270;  Sworda  v.  Owen,  43  How.  Coast  Kep.  070;  Parley's  Purk  JS.  Min. 
Pr.  170;  Donovan  v.  The  Compagnie,  Co.  v.  Kerr,  2  Id.  432. 
.39  N.  V.  Supr.  (7  J.  &  Sp.)  519;  Lcs-  *  Culver  v.  Holli&ter,    17  Abb.    Pr. 
zinskv  v.  V>  hito,  45  Cal.  278;  see  also  405. 
Cal.  Civil  Code,  .sec.  1571  ot  seq.  ^ijurk  v.  Stcwig,  21  Tex.  413. 

^Kinuey  v.  Odborno,  14  Cal.  112. 
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age  of  [twenty-one]  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of years, 

and  said  agreement  did  not  relate  to  personal  property  in  the 
immediate  possession  and  control  of  this  defendant,  nor  for 
things  necessary  for  his  support. 

§  3281.  Essential  Allegations. — In  all  this  class  of  ac- 
tions, where  the  disability  of  defendant  is  claimed,  such  as  in- 
fancy, lunacy,  etc.,  the  facts  causing  such  disability  should  be 
in  all  cases  specially  pleaded;  for,  in  general,  such  disability 
can  not  be  proTen  unless  pleaded.^ 

§  3282.    Marriage  of  Plaintiff. 

Form  No,  722, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  still  is  the  wife  of  one  A.  B.,  who  is  still  living  at 
with  this  plaintifi*. 

II.  That  this  action  does  not  concern  her  separate  property, 
or  her  right  or  claim  to  a  homestead. 

§3283.  Essential  Allegations  — Effect  of  Divorce.-- 
Where  the  disability  of  the  plaintiff,  wbo  is  a  married  woman, 
does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  the  defendant, 
if  he  intends  to  avail  himself  of  the  coverture  as  a  defense  to 
the  action,  should  set  it  up  in  his  answer.  Such  objection  is 
waived  by  a  general  denial.'  An  action  brought  in  the  names 
of  husband  and  wife,  to  recover  wife's  separate  estate,  does  not 
abate  in  consequence  of  divorce  and  subsequent  marriage  of 
wife  with  another.'  Where  the  husband  and  wife  are  joined  as 
plaintiffs,  and  the  contract  sued  on  and  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint  was  made  between  the  husband  only  and  tbe  defendants, 
the  name  of  the  wife  was  mere  surplusage,  and  not  a  defect  of 
parties  under  the  code,  and  might  have  been  stricken  out  on 
notice,  if  insisted  upon.' 

§  3284.    Marriage  of  Defendant. 

Form  No,  723, 
[Title.] 

Tbe  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  [or  of  the  delivery 
of  the  goods  mentioned  therein]  she  was  the  wife  of  J.  K. 

*  See  Young  v.  Bell,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  33-37,  and 

342;   Hoe  v.  Angevine,  7  ilun,  G70;  Id.,  sec.  2G4  et  seq. 

Mott  V.  Burnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  TiO.  »  Dillaye  v.   Parks,  31   Barb.   132; 

As  to  disabilities    of    minors,   their  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  370. 

rights,  the  disattirmance  of  contracts  '  C.ildcrwootl  v.  Peyser,  31  <'al.  3.33. 

by  them,  their  contracts  for  necessa-  *  Warner  and  Wife  v.   StcaAUship 

ries,  rnd  obligations  entered  into  un-  Uncle  Sam,  9  Cal.  GD7. 
der  the  express  authority  of  a  statute. 
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§  3285.  Marriage. — The  marriage  of  a  female  defendant 
does  not  abate  aa  action.*  But  at  common  law,  the  marriage  of 
a  female  complainant  abates  the  suit,  and  it  must  be  revived 
either  in  favor  of  or  against  her  husband.' 

§  3286.  Marriage  of  Defendant  after  the  €k>ntract  anf 
before  the  Action. 

Form  No,  72^, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  she  was,  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  anu 

still  is  the  wife  of  A.  B.,  who  now  resides  at with  tiiis 

defendant. 

II.  That  this  action  does  not  concern  her  separate  property,       i 
or  her  right  or  claim  to  the  homestead  property.  i 

§  3287.  Arbitration  and  Aivard. — The  plea  of  coverture, 
and  that  the  defendant's  husband  did  not  conseut  to  the  arbi- 
tration upon  the  award  in  which  a  judgment  was  founded,  is 
not  sufiBcient  in  proceeding  by  scire  facias  to  revive  the  jud^J- 
ment.  Though  this  plea  might  be  a  good  defense  to  an  actioii 
on  the  judgment,  yet,  until  such  judgment  is  set  aside,  the 
defendant  can  not  resist  the  scire  facias,  the  object  of  which  is 
to  enforce  process  upon  such  judgment.' 

§  3283.  Charging  Separate  Estate. — In  an  action  brought 
to  charge  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  when  the 
coverture  is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  a  defense  that  the  defend- 
ant is  a  married  woman  is  bad  on  demurrer,  for  it  sets  up  no 
new  matter;^  and  such  an  answer  is  insufficient.^  A  married 
woman  may  answer  separately,  where  homestead  or  her  sepa- 
rate estate  is  involved.^ 

§  3289.  Impotence. — Impotence  does  not  render  a  marriage 
void,  but  only  voidable,  and  the  validity  of  a  marriage  can  not 
be  impeached  on  that  ground  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties. Therefore  the  right  of  a  husband  to  administer  his  wife's 
estate  can  not  be  disputed  on  the  ground  of  the  nullity  of  the 
marriage  by  reason  of  his  impotence.' 

§  3290.  Promissory  Note. — An  answer  upon  a  promisson 
note  that  the  maker  is  a  married  woman  is  sufficient  as  a  con- 
fession and  avoidance." 

*  Campbell  v.  Bowne,  5  Paige  Ch.  'Moss  v.  Warner,  10  Cal.  20C; 
34.  Harlay  v.  Ritter,   18  How.   lY  147; 

*  Quackenbush  V.  Leonard,  10  Paige,  Phillips  v.  Burr,  4  Duer,  11.3;  si-e 
131.  also  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  370,  T,\. 

»  Taylor  v.  Harris,  21  Tex.  438.  ^  A.  v.  B.,  L.  U.,  1  P.  &  1>.,  5.U 

*  Aitken  v.  Clark,  16  Abb.  Pr.  328.         *  Soudder  v.  Gori,  18  Abb.  Pr.  t^ 
Md. 


§  3294.  FORMS  OF  SPECIAL  PLEAa  509 

§  3291.    Misjoinder  of  Parties. 

Form  No,  725, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  A.  B.  is  improperly  joined  as  a  plaintiff  [or  defend- 
ant] in  this:  that  he  has  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter  in 
controversy  [or  otherwise  state  reasons]. 

§  3292.  Mi^oinder  of  Parties. — Where  a  misjoinder  of 
parties  plaintiff  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint, 
and  the  objection  is  not  taken  by  answer,  it  is  deemed  waived.^ 
Misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff,  owing  to  matters  which  have 
occurred  pending  the  action,  must  be  taken  by  supplemental 
answer,  or  it  is  waived.'  Objection  should  be  taken  by  de- 
murrer or  answer  to  the  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant.  An 
answer  will  not.be  treated  as  a  plea  in  abatement  for  a  mis- 
joinder of  parties  defendant,  after  the  testimony  has  disclosed 
a  proper  cause  of  action  against  them.'  The  objection  thut 
there  is  a  misjoinder  of  defendants  must  be  raised  by  demurrer 
or  answer;  and  if  not  so  raised,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to 
recovery  against  all  the  defendants.* 

§  3293.    Misnomer. 

Form  No,  7S6, 
[Title.] 
The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
I.  That  the  true  name  of  the  plaintiff  [or  of  defendant]  is  and 

ever  has  been  ,  and  not ,  in  which  name  he 

sues  [or  is  sued]. 

§  3294.  Must  be  Pleaded. — Misnomer  of  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant must  be  pleaded  in  abatement.^  And  this  is  so  even  in 
case  of  a  corporation.'    In  suits  or  proceedings  by  or  against 

1  Hastings  v.  Stark,  36  GaL    122;  son,  40  Id.  159;  Gates  v.  Lane,  44  Id. 

Trenor  v.  C.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  50  Id.  223.  390. 

As  to  non-joinder  of  parties  plaintiff  •  Warner  ▼.   Wilson,   4  Cal.   310; 

in  partition,  see  Sutter  v.  San  Fran-  Dunn  v.  Tozer,  10  Id.  170. 

Cisco,  30  Cal.  112.  *  Story  v.  Livingston,  13  Pet.  359; 

"  Calderwood  v.  Peyser,  31  Cal.  333;  Minor  v.  Meclianics'  Bank  of  Alexan  • 

Barstow  v.  Newman,  34  Id.  90.     As  dria,   1  Id.  46;  Oilman  v.  Rives,  ID 

to  joinder  of  plaintiffs,  see  Cal.  Code  Id.  298;  Chandler  v.  Byrd,  Hempst. 

C.   P.,  sees.   378-384;  Frost  v.   Ilar-  222;  Fosgato  v.  The  Herkimer  Maiif. 

ford,  40  Cal.  105;  Powell  v.  Powell,  and    Hydraulic    Co.,    2    Kcm.    580; 

48  Id.  234;  Andrews  v.  Pratt,  44  Id.  compare  Bates  v.  James,  3  Duer.  45. 

319.     As  to  nou-joinder,  see  McGil-  *  Welsh  ▼.  Kirk patrick,  30  Cal.  204; 

very  V.  Mooreliead,  3  Cal.  271;  Estell  King  v.  Randlett,  33  Id.  321;  Mann 

v.  Chenery,  Id.  467;  Whitney  v.  Stark,  v.  Carley,  4  Cow.   148;  CoUman  v. 

8  Id.  510;  Conner  v.  Hutchinson,  12  Collins,  2  Hall,  569;  Miller  v.  Stetti- 

Id.  120;  Barber  v.  Cazalis,  30  Id.  96;  ner,  7  Bosw.  692. 

Coleman   v.   Clements,    23   Id.   245;  *  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Small'.\v,  2  Cow. 

Jenkins  v.  Frink,  30  Id.  580;  Smith  770;  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  v. 

V.  Lawrence,  38  Id.  24;  Moss  v.  Wil-  Tryon,  1  Denio,  451. 
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aLj  corporation,  a  mistake  in  the  name  is  Avaived  if  not  pleaded 
in  abatement.  Misnomer  of  tbe  plaintiff  can  not  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  on  the  trial  or  by  plea  in  bar,  bat  must  be  pleaded 
in  abatement.^  Where  two  or  more  persons  associated  in  any 
business  transact  such  business  under  a  common  name,  i¥hether 
it  comprises  the  names  of  such  persons  or  not,  the  associates  may 
be  sued  by  such  common  name.'  It  is  a  familiar  rule  that  a 
person  may  be  sued  by  a  fictitious  name,  but  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  a  fictitious  person  or  against  a  person  not  tbe 
party  to  the  suit  would,  of  course,  be  worthless,  assuming  that 
such  judgment  could  be  obtained.  This  relates  to  defendaut 
A  plaintiff  ought  to  know  his  own  name.' 
§3295.    Mistake. 

Form  No.  7S7. 
[Title.] 

Tbe  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  when  he  signed  tbe  note  therein  mentioned,  he  sup- 
posed it  to  be  for  [one  thousand]  dollars,  but  by  mistake  it  was 
drawn  for  [ten  thousand]  dollars. 

II.  Tbat  he  received  no  consideration  for  more  than  [one 
thousand]  dollars.^ 

§  3296.    Non-joinder  of  a  Necessary  Party  Plainti£ 

Form  No,  728. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  described  in  the 
complaint  were  sold  by  plaintiff  and  one  C.  D.,  as  partners, 
under  the  name  of  A.  B.  &  C.  D. 

II.  That  the  said  C.  D.  is  still  living. 

§  3297.  Non-joinder.—A  failure  to  join  may  be  pleaded  in 
abatement.*  An  objection  for  a  defect  of  parties,  e.  <;.,  the  non- 
joinder of  a  copartner  as  plaintiff,  wLich  is  not  apparent  upon 
the  face  of  tbe  complaint,  must  be  taken  by  demurrer  or  an- 
swer.* And  if  not  thus  interposed,  the  defendant  must  be  beld 
to  have  waived  the  objection.^  And  an  answer  upon  the  merits 
waives  all  such  defects." 

'  Hanly  v.  Blanton,  1  Mo.  49;  Boisse  Code  of  Pro.  of  N.  Y.,  ed.  1877,  see*- 

V.  Langhain,  Id.  572;   Thompson  v.  488,  498. 

Elliott,  5  Id.  ]  18.  ^  Cal.  Code  0.  P.,  Bee.  434;  N.  V. 

«Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  388.     As  to  Code,  sec.  499;  Trenor  v,  C.  P.  R.  R. 

effect  (if  judgment  in  such  cases,  see  Co.,  60  Cal.  22.3;  Conklin  v.  Barton, 

Id.;  MuUikou  v.  Hull,  5  Cal.  240.  43  Barb.  435. 

*SceCal.  Codec.  P.,  sec.  474.  aQillam   v.   Sigman,  C9  Cal.  Cn?: 

*  See  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.    1576-  Wcndt  v.  Ross,  33  Id.  CT.O:  Si-rantfa 
1579.  V.  Farmers'  and  Mechanics'  l^k,  '-3 

*  Whitney  v.  Stark,  8  Cal.  514.  Barb.  527;  Men-itt  v.  Vvalsh,  32  N. 
•CaL  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  430,  433;    Y.  085.      As  to  non- joinder  ci  panics 
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§  3298.  Non-joinder  of  CHtmers  in  Actions  bet-ween 
Tenants  In  Common. 

Form  No.  729. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That and ,  residing  at , 

are  tenants  in  common  with  the  plaintiff  in  said  lands,  and 
necessary  parties  to  this  action. 

§  3209.  Tenants  in  Common.— In  California  all  persons 
holding  as  tenants  in  common,  joint  tenants,  or  coparceners,  or 
any  number  less  than  all,  may  jointly  or  severally  commence  or 
defend  any  civil  action  or  proceeding  for  the  enforcement  or 
protection  of  the  rights  of  such  party.* 

§  8300.    Non-Joinder  of  a  Co-administrator, 

Form  No.  730. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  after  the  death  of  said  A.  B.,  and  on  or  about  the 

day  of ,  18. . ,  letters  of  administration  were 

duly  issued  to  one  CD.,  together  with  the  plaintiff,  by  the 

probate  court  of  the  county  of ,  and  said  C.  D.  there- 

U])ou  duly  qualified  as  administrator,  and  as  such  entered  upon 
the  duties  of  his  trust,  and  still  is  such  administrator. 

§  3301.  dejection,  ho-w  and  'when  must  be  Taken. — 
In  an  action  on  a  joint  contract,  the  omission  to  sue  all  the 
joint  contractors  may  be  specially  pleaded.'  The  same  in  an 
action  against  an  attorney,  one  of  a  partnership  composed  of 
several  attorneys.'  The  plea  must  give  the  names  trul}',  so  that 
the  plaintiff  may  proceed  correctly  the  secondi  time.  If  it  ap- 
pear on  the  trial  that  another  not  named  by  the  plea  was  also 
a  joint  contractor,  the  proof  fails.^  This  rule  is  not  changed 
by  the  code.*  The  fact  that  other  persons,  jointly  responsible, 
have  not  been  made  defendants,  must  be  pleaded  in  abatement, 
or  it  can  not  be  taken  advantage  of  on  the  trial.  The  rule  ap- 
plies to  all  joint  contracts,  as  well  as  to  those  arising  paiticularly 
from  mercantile  partnerships.'  In  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  convey- 
ance, as  made  without  consideration,  and  in  fraud  of  creditors, 

plaintiff,  see  generally,  McGilvery  v.  *  Mechanics'  and  Farmers*  Bank  v. 

Moorehcail,  3Cal.  271;Mayov.  Stans-  Dakin,   24  Wend.    411;    Hawks    v. 

bury,  Id.  4GI);  Connor  v.  Hutchinson,  Manger,  2  Hill,.  200. 

12  Id.  12G;  Barber  v.  Cazallis,  30  Id.  *  Fowler  v.  Kennedy,  2  Abb.  Pr. 

9o.  347. 

'  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  384;  see  also  •  Ziele  v.  Cambeirs  ExVs,  2  Johns. 

Id.,  sec.  381.  Cas.  382;  Williams  v.  Allen,  7  Cow. 

1  Sweet  V.  Tuttle,  4  Kern.  465.  316;  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Johns. 

«  Wooster  v.  Ohamberlin,  28  Barb.  459;  Le  Page  v.  McCrea,  1  Weud.  164. 
602. 
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tbe  alleged  fraudulent  grantor  is  a  necessary  defendant  in  tbe 
bill.^  The  answer  should  allege  that  they  are  still  living;*  or, 
if  a  corporation,  that  it  is  still  in  existence.'  But  tbe  omission 
to  allege  this  is  cured  by  proof  on  the  trial  that  they  were  still 
living.  Objection  to  such  proof  after  it  has  been  introduced 
should  be  disregarded,  or  the  answer  amended  to  conform  to 
the  proof.*  It  sufficiently  alleges  that  they  are  still  living,  if  it 
alleges  that  they  reside  at  a  place  named.'  After  showing  tbe 
facts  which  make  it  appear  that  other  parties  are  necessary,  and 
naming  the  parties,  it  is  unnecessary  to  add  a  formal  allegation 
that  they  are  necessary  parties.' 

§  3302.  Non-joinder  of  One  Who  -was  a  Party  to  the 
Contract. 

Fcn-m  No.  7SL 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  supposed  contract  [or  other  cause  of  action]  meD- 

tioned  in  the  complaint  was  made  with  said ,  plaintiff 

[or  defendant],  and  one  A.  B.,  jointly. 

II.  That  the  said  A.  B.  is  still  living. 
§  3303.    Payment. 

Form  No,  7S3, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That   on  ihe   day  of ,  18. . ,  at  ,  he 

paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  money  demanded  in  the  complaint  [or 
dollars,  on  account  of  the  demand  in  the  complaint]. 

§  3304.  Payment,  Yixxvr  and  -when  must  be  Pleaded.— 
Ill  all  of  the  states,  except  California,  payment  or  part  pay- 
ment ^  may  be  set  up  in  the  answer  ss  new  matter,  and  must 
be  specially  pleaded."  In  California,  payment  may  be  proved 
by  the  defendant  under  a  general  denial,  upon  the  ground  tbat 
such  denial  makes  it  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  sub- 
sisting indebtedness  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  at  tbe 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit.' 

»  Gaylcrda  v.  Kelshaw,  1  Wall.  81.  rill  v.  Irving  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  3.3  X.  V. 

*  Burgess  V.  Abbott,  6  Hill,  135;  429;  Field  v.  Mayor  of  :New  Yort  -' 
affirmlDg  S.  C,  1  Id.  476.  Seld.  189;  Henderson  v.  Hender^'.n, 

*  State  of   Indiana   v.    Woram,   6  3  Denio,  314;  Fellera  v.  Lee,  iJ  Uarb. 
Hill,  3.3.  489;   Moray   v.    Fanners*   J>oan  a»^l 

*  Wooster  v.  Chamberlin,  28  Barb.  Trust  Co.,    18  Id.   40G;    Piittison  v. 
602.  Taylor,  1  Code  R.,  N.  S,,  IT^J;  Mar- 

*  Taylor  v.  Richards,  9  Bosw.  679.  tin  v.  Gage,  5  Seld.  398;  Now  York 

*  Cook  V.    Maucius,   3  Johns.  Ch.  Life  Ins.  and  Trast  Co.  v.  Covert,  *J9 
427.  Barb.  436. 

^  McKyring  v.  Bull,  16  N.  Y.  297.         •  VVetmorc    v.   San    Francisco,  44 
^Fort  V.   Gooding,   9    Barb.   371;    Cal.  300,  and  cases  there  cited. 
Texier  v.  Gouin,  5  Duer,  389;  Mor- 
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In  Pennsjlvanin,  payment  with  leave  is  a  general  issue  plea, 
and  with  notice  of  special  matter,  admits  anything  which  proves 
fraud,  mistake,  want  or  failure  of  consideration,  and  shows  that 
ex  cequo  el  bono  a  part  or  whole  of  the  amount  claimed  should 
not  be  recovered.*  A  plea  of  payment  admits  all  the  allegations 
in  the  complaint  essential  to  support  the  action,'  and  throws 
the  affirmative  of  the  issue  on  the  defendant.'  In  pleading 
payment,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  answer  should  describe 
the  particulars  of  the  transaction  relied  on  as  constituting  pay- 
ment. Uuder  the  averment  that  the  demand  has  been  paid,  it 
is  competent  to  prove  how  it  has  been  paid,  whether  in  cash  or 
otherwise.^  But  where  payment  made  to  wife  of  plaintiff  was 
pleaded,  without  alleging  her  authority  to  receive  it,  it  was  held 
bad  on  demurrer.*  So  where  payment  was  made  by  check,'  or 
by  negotiable  note,^  that  in  such  case  it  must  be  averred  that 
such  note  was  taken  in  payment.'  So  also  a  surety  for  rent 
may  set  up  payment  made  by  tenant  for  repairs,  agreed  to  be 
done  by  the  landlord,  by  way  of  reduction  for  the  claim  of  rent.' 
And  under  the  plea  of  payment,  a  surety  may  show  that  the 
plaintiff  has  taken  a  draft  of  the  principal  debtor,  payable  at  a 
future  day,  in  payment  of  the  debt.*"  It  would  be  bad  pleading 
to  allege  evidence  of  the  payment  instead  of  averring  the  fact 
itself.**  Payment  of  a  debt  by  a  stranger  can  not  be  pleaded 
in  bar  of  the  defendant's  own  obligation.*'  Part  performance 
of  an  obligation,  either  before  or  after  a  breach  thereof,  where 
expressly  accepted  by  the  creditor  in  writing,  in  satisfaction,  or 
rendered  jn  pursuance  of  an  agreement  in  writing  for  that  pur- 
pose, though  without  any  new  consideration,  extinguishes  the 
obligation.*' 

Where  payment  has  been  made  to  the  sheriff,  under  an  execu- 
tion against  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  statute,  the  par- 
ticulars should  be  stated.*^  An  answer  setting  up  payment  after 
suit  brought  is  good,  although  it  demand  that  the  complaint  be 
dismissed,  and  judgment  granted  for  costs.     Under  the  code. 


1  Uhler  V.  Sanderson,  38  Pa.  St. 
128. 

'^  Archer  V.  Morehouse,  Hempst.  184. 

'(iubhart  V.  Francis,  32  Pa.  St.  78; 
North  I'enn.  11.  II.  Co.  v.  Adains,  54 
Id.  94. 

*  Farmers*  and  Citizens*  Bank  v. 
Sherman,  33  N.  Y.  69;  Boyd  v.  Weeks, 
2  Demo  32*2. 

*OtUcy  vTciay,  2  Man.  &  G.  172;  2 
Scott  N.  11.  372. 

^  Seo  Strong  v.  Stevens,  4  Duer,  CCS; 
Bradford  v.  i?bx,  10  Abb.  Pr.  61. 
EsTSE.  Vol.  11—33 


'Hoogland  v.  Wight,  7  Bosw.  394; 
GcUer  v.  Seixas,  4  Abb.  Pr.  103. 

^  See  also  Uomas  v.  McConnell,  3 
McLean,  381. 

^ilosenbaiim   v.  Qunter,   3  E.  D. 
Smith,  203. 

*^  Albany  Ins.  Co.  v.  Devendorf,  43 
Barb.  444. 

**  Farmers*   and   Citizens*  Bank  v 
Sherman,  33  N.  Y.  69. 
^^Blum  V.  Hartman,  3  Daly,  47. 
"Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1524. 
1*  Calkins  v.  Packer,  21  Barb.  282. 
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no  formal  conclusion  is  required,  and  no  judgment  or  relief  is 
required  to  be  prayed  for,  except  when  the  defendant  aaks 
affirmative  relief  against  the  plaintiff.*  An  answer  alleging  paj- 
ment  is  tbe  proper  form  in  which  to  set  up  the  defense  of  a  pre- 
sumption of  payment  arising  from  lapse  of  time,  under  New 
York  statute.'  A  receipt  in  full,  given  by  the  plaintiff  af  ler  suit 
is  brought,  is  a  good  defense  by  way  of  plea.'  That  tbe  time 
of  payment  has  been  extended  must  be  specially  pleaded.*  It 
is  not  essential  to  designate  the  time  of  payment,  though  it 
ought  to  appear  to  have  been  before  suit.*  Alleging  that  the 
defendant  paid  the  plaintiff  the  several,  etc.,  pursuing  the  terms 
of  the  complaint,  imports  payment  of  interest  as  well  as  the 
principal,  and  it  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  aver  its  receipt  in 
full  satisfaction."  By  the  pleas  of  payment  and  payment  with 
leave,  the  defendant  does  not  put  in  issue  his  original  legal 
liability.  Under  such  pleadings  he  can  only  show  that  be  has 
paid  the  debt,  or  that  he  has  an  equitable  defense  to  the  action.' 
Under  a  simple  allegation  of  payment,  evidence  of  any  facts 
which  amount  to  actual  payment  by  the  person  alleged  to  have 
made  it,  is  admissible.^ 
§  3305.    Payment  by  Note. 

Form  No.  73S. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  on  the day  of  18 . . ,  at ,  at  tbe 

request  of  the  plaintiff,  he  made  his  promissory  note  to  one  C. 

D.  for dollars,  in  discharge  of  the  indebtedness  stated 

in  the  complaint. 

§  3306.  Payment  by  Note. — Under  an  answer  averring 
payment  by  note,  evidence  of  payment  in  money  or  by  check  is 
inadmissible.'  This  rule  is  only  to  be  applied  to  avoid  surprise 
or  prejudice  to  the  defendant. ^° 

^  Bendit  V.  Annesley,  42  Barb.  192;        *  Farmers*  and  Citizens'  Bank  of 

S.  C,  27  How.  Pr.  184.     For  another  Long  Island  v.  Sherman,  G  Bosw.  IS  I; 

form  of  plea,  see  Chitty's  Forms,  109.  S.  (J.,  33  N.  Y.  09.    What  amount:}  to 

''^  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  3  Denio,  analleg  ition  inpleadiug,  of  impos&ibil- 

314;  Pattison  v.  Taylor,  8  Barb.  250;  ity  to  excuse  non-payment:  O'licily  v. 

N.  Y.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Covert,  29  Id.  Mut.L.Ins.Co.,2Abb.Pr.,N.S.,l«7. 

435.  For  an  answer  by  a  defendant  sued  as 

*Wade  V.   Emerson,   17  Mo.  267;  factor  under  del  credere  commission. 

Wade  V.  Gold  sherry,  Id.  270.  shuwing  a  remittance  by  instruction 

*  Allen   V.   Bruesing,   32   111.   505;  of  hispriDcipal,seeHeubachv.KoUier, 
Newell  V.  Salmons,  22  Barb.  647;  see  2  Ducr,  227. 

also  Goddard  v.  Fulton,  21  Cal.  430.         »  Cantield  v.  Miller,  13  Gray,  274. 
*Bird  V.  Caritat,  2.Johns.  342.  **> Farmers'  and  Citizens'  Bank  v. 

*  Chew  V.  WooUey,  7  Johns.  399.  Sherman,  6  Bosw.  181. 
'  Loose  V.  Loose,  SGPa.  St.  538. 
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§  3307.  Payment  by  Bill  Accepted  in  Discharge,  Which 
Plaintiff  has  Ijost. 

Form  No,  734, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  tbe  complaint: 

I.  That  before  this  action  the  plaintiff  drew  his  bill  on  the 
defendant  for  the  amount  of  said  account  [or  other  indebted- 
ness alleged],  dated  on  the    ....   day  of   ,38..,  and 

payable  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  ....  months  after  said 
date;  which  the  defendant  then  accepted. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  received  said  acceptance  on  account  of 
said  indebtedness,  and  afterwards,  and  before  the  same  became 
due  and  payable,  lost  the  same,  and  can  not  produce  it  to  the 
defendant. 

§  3308.  Acceptance  of  Negotiable  Paper — Payment  by 
Check. — The  acceptance  of  a  negotiable  promise  of  payment 
from  a  debtor  suspends  the  remedy  upon  the  original  indebted- 
ness, but  acceptance  of  a  non-negotiable  promise  does  not, 
unless  it  is  founded  upon  a  new  consideration.^  An  answer 
which  states  that  defendant  gave  his  check  for  the  sum  lent, 
and  interest  to  the  time  it  was  given,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  not  returned  it,  and  that  it  is  still  outstanding,  is  insufiS- 
cient,  unless  it  also  avers  that  plaintiffs  have  negotiated  it  to  a 
third  person,  who  holds  or  owns  it.' 

§  3309.    Payment  in  Services. 

Form  No,  735, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  after  the  said    promissory  note  became  payable, 

and  before  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the  ....  day  of   , 

18. .,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  receive  and  the  defendant  agreed 
to  render  to  the  said  plaintiff  his  services  as  [teamster]  to  the 
amount  of  said  note. 

II.  That  defendant  afterwards,  according  to  the  said  agree- 
ment, rendered  such  services  to  the  plaintiff,  to  the  full  amount 
due  and  payable  on  the  said  note.^ 

§  3310.    Release. 

Form  No,  736, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the 

'  Geller  v.  Seixas,  4, Abb.  Pr.  103;  103;  Crowe  v.  Clay,  25  Eng.  L.  &  Eq. 

Kanken  v.  Deforest,  18  IJarb.  144.  451;  Thayer  v.  King,  15  Ohio,  24*2. 

'-^iStron^  v.   Stevens,  4  Duer,  CG8;  'This  lorm  is  sustaiued  by  Loudeu 

compare  Geller  v.  Seixas,  4  Abb.  Pr.  v.  Birt,  4  Ind.  606. 
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plaintiff,  by  deed,  released  the  defendant  from  the  claim  set  up 
in  the  complaint. 

§  3311.  Release,  hew  Pleaded,  and  Efibct  of. — A  release 
by  one  of  several  joint  plaintiffs  is  a  bar  to  the  action.'  A 
sealed  release  to  one  of  several  joint  obligors  inures  to  the 
benefit  of  all.'  Otherwise  of  a  covenant  not  to  sue.*  In  Cali- 
fornia, a  release  of  one  of  two  or  more  joint  debtors  does  not 
extinguish  tbe  obligations  of  any  of  the  others,  unless  they  are 
mere  guarantors;  nor  does  it  affect  their  right  of  contribution 
from  him.^  An  equitable  discharge  from  judgment  does  uot 
support  a  plea  of  payment,  but  should  be  specially  pleaded  as 
a  release,  and  a  defendant,  being  surety,  having  thus  incor- 
rectlly  pleaded,  was  allowed  to  amend,  on  the  condition  that  be 
should  recover  no  costs  of  action.^  A  release  under  seal  of  one 
of  several  joint  or  joint  and  several  debtors  or  obligors,  is  a 
release  to  all;^  and  extinguishes  the  obligation/  If  any  matter 
of  defense  has  arisen  after  an  issue  in  fact,  it  may  be  pleaded 
by  the  defendants;  as  that  the  plaintiff  has  given  him  a  release, 
or,  in  an  action  by  an  administrator,  that  the  plaintiff's  letters 
of  administration  have  been  revoked.^  A  release  by  the  plaint- 
iff must  be  specially  pleaded.'  A  release  given  after  issue  is 
joined  in  an  action  can  properly  only  be  the  subject  of  a  sup- 
plemental answer,  and  not  of  an  amendment  to  that  originally 
put  in.^"  The  law  implies  the  release  and  discharge  of  a  right 
of  action,  where  the  creditor  voluntarily  delivers  to  his  debtor 
the  bond,  note,  or  other  evidence  of  his  claim."  The  destruc- 
tion or  cancellation  of  a  written  contract,  or  of  the  signature  of 
the  parties  liable  thereon,  with  intent  to  extinguish  the  obliga- 
tion thereof,  extinguishes  it  as  to  all  the  parties  consenting  to 
the  act."  The  intentional  destruction,  cancellation,  or  material 
alteration  of  a  written  contract,  by  a  party  entitled  to  any  ben- 

^  Austin  V.  Hall,  13  Johns.  286;  and  Mass.   583;    Goodnow  v.  Smith,   18 

see  Mott  v.  Burnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  Pick.  415. 

50.  'McCrea   v.    Purmort,    16  Wend. 

*  Rowley  v.  Stoddard,  7  Johns.  474;  cited  in  Prince  v.  Lynch,  3S  Cat 
207.  528. 

*  Tuckerman  v.  Ncwhall,  17  Mass.  *  Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  5  Pet.  223. 
5S3;   see  also  Harrison  v.    Close,   2  •  1  Van  Santv.  403;  Turner  v.  Ca- 
Johns.  448.  mthers,  17  Cal.  431;  Coles  v.  Soul&by, 

*  Civil  Code,  sec.   1543;   as  to  re-  21  Id.  50. 

l-nse  generally,  see  Id.,   sees.   1541,        '^Matthews    v.    Chicopee    Manuf 

l.->42.  Co.,  3  Robt.  711. 
^Shclton  V.  Hurd,  7  R.  L  403.  "  Poth.  Obi.,  n.   608,  609;  Bouv. 

*  Armstrong  v.  Hay  ward,  6  Cal.  Law  Diet.,  tit.  Release;  Albert's  Ex'rs 
18.);  Rowley  v.  Stoddard,  7  Johns,  v.  Ziegler's  Ex'rs,  29  Pa.  St.  50;  Beach 
2(j7;  American  Bk.   v.  Doolittlc,   14  v.  Eudress,  51  Barb.  570. 

Pick.  126;  Tuckerman  v.  Nowhall,  17        "Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1699. 
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efit  under  it,  or  witb  bis  consent,  extinguishes  all  the  executory 
obligations  of  tbe  contract  in  his  favor,  against  parties  who  do 
not  consent  to  tbe  act.^  Wbere  a  contract  is  executed  iu 
duplicate,  an  alteration  or  destruction  of  one  copy,  while  tbe 
other  exists,  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  last  section.' 
He] ease  of  property  from  levy  on  execution  discharges  tbird 
parties  wbo  are  liable  collaterally,  or  as  sureties  therefor.*  To 
avoid  circuity  of  action,  a  covenant  may  be  pleaded  as  a  release, 
but  it  must  be  a  covenant  between  the  parties  to  tbe  original 
obligation,  and  must  contain  words  tbat  will  give  the  covenantee 
a  right  of  action,  which  will  precisely  countervail  that  to  which 
be  is  liable.* 

§  3312.    Statute  of  Frauds. 

Form  No.  7S7. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  tbe  complaint: 

I.  Tbat  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  expressing  the 
consideration,  was  ever  made  of  any  such  contract  as  is  alleged 
ill  tbe  complaint,  or  of  any  contract  whatever  [or  state  other 
facts  as  they  exist]. 

II.  That  he  did  not  receive  any  part  of  the  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise  mentioned  in  the  complaint. 

III.  That  be  did  not  pay  any  part  of  the  purchase  money. 

§  3313.  Essential  Averments. — A  plea  of  the  statute  of 
frauds  should  expressly  aver  tbat  the  contract  concerning  the 
lauds  sought  to  be  enforced  was  not  in  writing.^  In  an  action 
on  a  contract  not  iu  writing,  but  which  to  be  binding  on  de- 
fendant should  be  in  writing,  under  general  denial  tbe  existence 
of  tbe  contract  is  in  issue.'  Or  defendant  may  deny  tbat  the 
contract  is  in  writing  or  tbat  it  is  subscribed.^  Tbe  rule  under 
tbe  former  practice,  tbat  when  tbe  terms  of  a  contract  are  in 
dispute,  and  tbe  answer  does  not  deny  the  contract,  the  terms 
of  it  can  not  be  proved  by  parol,  is  altered  by  tbe  New  York 
code,  and  now  an  answer  is  sufficient  which  admits  the  making 
of  a  contract  and  sets  out  its  terms,  although  it  omits  to  set  up 
tbe  statute  of  frauds  as  a  bar.'  The  title  being  no  part  of  an 
act,  it  need  not  be  recited.'    That  neither  the  defendant,  nor 


'  CaL  Civil  Code,  sec.  1700. 
"III.,  sec.  1701.     As  to  release  by 
novation,  sec  Id.,  sees.  1 530-1  ri3.3. 
3  Miilford  V.  Estudillo,  23  Cal.  94. 

*  Garnctt     v.     Macon,    2    Brock. 
Marsh.  185;  S.  C,  G  Call,  308. 

^  Bean  v.  Valle,  2  Mo.  120. 

*  Livingston  v.  Smith,  14  How.  Pr. 
402;  Amburgcr  v.  Marvin,  4  E.  D. 


Smith,  393;  Champlin  v.  Parish,  11 
Paige  Cli.  408;  Haight  v.  Child,  34 
Barb.  191. 

'  Id. ;  Cozine  v.  Graham,  2  Paige, 
181;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Root,  3  Id.  478. 
Han'is  v.  Knickerbocker,  5  Wend. 
C3S. 

silai'^dit  V.  Child,  34  Barb.  186. 

»  Eckcrt  v.  Head,  1  Mo.  593. 
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any  person  by  him  lawfully  authorized,  did  ever  make  or  sign 
any  contract  or  agreement  in  writing,  for  making  or  executing 
any  lease  to  the  said  plaintiff,  of  the  same  premises,  or  any  of 
them,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  to  any  such  effect  as  is  alleged; 
or  any  memorandum  or  note  in  writing  of  any  agreement  what- 
soever, for  or  concerning  the  demising  or  leasing,  or  making  or 
executing  any  lease  of  the  said  premises,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
2)art  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff,  is  a  sufficient  allegation.^  A 
plaintiff's  recovery  can  not  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  frauds, 
unless  the  statute  be  pleaded.*  Where  contract  is  void  cd)  iniiio, 
a  general  plea  of  non  est  faciiLm  is  proper.  "Where  it  is  merely 
voidable,  a  special  plea  setting  forth  the  special  circumstances 
is  necessary.' 

§  3314.    Statute  of  Frauds— Another  Form. 

Form  No.  788, 
[Tjtle.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  his  said  action;  because 
neither  defendant,  nor  any  person  by  him  legally  authorized, 
did  ever  make  or  sign  any  contract  or  agreement  in  writing,  bind- 
ing this  defendant  to  make  any  such  conveyunce  of  the  said 
premises  to  the  plaintiff  as  he  has  in  said  complaint  demanded. 

§  3315.    Agreement  not  to  be  Performed  Tvithin  a  Year. 

Form  No.  739. 

That  although  the  said  agreement  by  its  terms  was  not  to  be 
performed  within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof,  neither 
said  agreement  nor  any  note  or  memorandum  thereof  was  or  is  in 

writing  and  subscribed  by  the  said ,  who  is  sought  to  be 

charged  therewith,  or  by  his  lawful  agent,  or  by  any  other  person. 

§  3316.    Statute  of  Frauds— Another  Form. 

Form  No.  740, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  Etc. 

1  Eq.  Draftsman,  654.  v.  Reed,  38  Cal.  99;  Patten  v.  Hicks, 

2  Osborne  v.  Endicott,  6  Cal.  149;  43  Id.  609;  Swift  v.  Swift,  40  Id.  26C; 
Maynard  v.  Johnson,  2  Nev.  ]0.  Patalongo  v.  Larco,  47  Id.  378;  Gray 

3  Rex  V.  Ellis,  2  Stra.  1104;  Bull.  v.  Corey,  48  Id.  208;  Hagar  v.  Spcct, 
N.  P.  172;  Somes  v.  Skinner,  16  Id.  405;  Gallagher  v.  Mars,  50  LI.  23. 
Mass.  348;  Anthony  v.  Wilson,  14  For  cases  held  not  to  be  within  the 
Pick.  303;  Bottomleyv.  United  States,  statute,  see  Heyn  v.  Philli^^  37  Cal. 
1  Story  C.  C.  135;  Marino  Ins.  Co.  v.  529;  Murphy  v.  Rooney,  45  Id.  16; 
Hodgson,  C  Crauch,  206;  Oreathouse  Breunan  v.  Ford,  46  Id.  7;  Hoffiiiaii, 
V.  Dunlap,  3  McLean,  303.  As  to  etc.,  v.  Fett,  39  Id.  109;  Price  v. 
what  contracts  arc  required  to  be  in  Sturgess,  44  Id.  591;  Davis  v.  Mo- 
writintr,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  1624,  Farlaue,  37  Id.  634;  McCarger  t. 
1739,  1741,  and  2794.  For  cases  held  Rood,  47  Id.  138;  Welch  v.  Kcnney, 
to  be  within  the  statute,  see  Fuller  49  Id.  49. 
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II.  Defendant,  for  a  further  defense,  alleges  that  the  promise 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  was  a  special  promise  to  answer  for 
the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  A.  B.  [or  as  the  case  may 
be],  in  the  complaint  named. 

III.  That  no  note  or  memorandum  of  said  promise  or  agree- 
ment was  made  in  writing,  and  signed  by  defendant  or  any 
other  person  by  his  authority,  or  at  all. 

§  3317.  Statute  of  Frauds — ^Agreement  in  Considevation 
of  Marriage. 

Ihrm  No.  7U- 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

That  the  said  alleged  agreement  was  made  upon  consideration 

of  marriage,  and  that  neither  said  agreement  nor  any  note  or 

memorandum  thereof  was  ever  in  writing,  and  subscribed  by 

said ,  who  is  sought  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  by  his 

lawful  agent,  or  at  all. 

§  3318.    Statute  of  Frauds— Ultra  Vir^s  C:k>rporation. 

Form  No.  742. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  and  is  not  authorized  by  law  to 
take,  hold,  and  convey  real  property,  except  for  the  following 
purposes,  and  in  the  following  manner  [here  set  forth  the  power 
of  the  corporation]. 

II.  That  the  deed  alleged  in  the  complaint  was  executed  and 
accepted  on  the  part  of  said  corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  [hera- 
state  purpose  not  within  the  power]. 

§  3319.  When  Acts  are  Ultra  Vires. — Assuming  that  the 
corporation  under  some  circumstances  was  authorized  to  take 
and  transfer  real  estate  by  deed,  it  rests  with  the  defendant  to. 
show  by  allegation  and  proof  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  take  or 
transfer  the  title  to  the  premises  in  question  for  any  purpose, 
and  in  the  form  authorized  by  law.'  The  term  ultra  vires,  when 
used  in  reference  to  corporations,  is  employed  in  different 
senses.  An  act  is  said  to  be  uUi^a  vires  when  it  is  not  in  the 
power  of  the  corporation  to  perform  it  under  any  circumstances; 
and  an  act  is  also  said  to  be  ultra  vireSy  with  reference  to  the 
rights  of  certain  parties,  when  the  corporation  can  not  perform 
it  without  their  consent;  aud  it  may  also  be  ultra  vireSy  with  ref- 
erence to  some  specific  purpose,  when  the  corporation  can  not 
perform  it  for  that  purpose.^    When  the  act  is  ultra  vires  in  the 

'  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Co.  v.  Curtis,  7  N.  Y.  466. 
«  Miners*  Ditch  Co.  v.  Zellerbach,  37  CaL  645<. 
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sense  first  mentioned,  it  is  void  in  lofo,  and  the  corporation  maj 
avail  itself  of  the  plea;  but  when  it  is  ultra  vires  iu  the  second 
and  third  senses,  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  avail  itself  of 
the  plea  will  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case.'  It 
devolves  upon  the  party  contesting  the  yaliditj  of  such  act  to 
overcome  the  presumption  that  it  was  regularly  done,  and  for  a 
rightful  purpose.'  Corporations  for  the  construcLiou  of  tarn- 
piko^roads  can  hold  only  such  real  estate  as  the  purposes  of  the 
corporation  may  require.' 
§  3320.    Statute  of  Limitations. 

Form  No,  743, 
[TrrLE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  cause  of  action  set  forth,  therein  did  not  accrue 

within years  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

§  3321.  Statute  of  limitations,  California  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  Section  458. 

Form  No,  744, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint,  alleges: 

That  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff 

herein  is  barred  by  the  provisions  of  the  first  subdivision  of 

section  330  of  the  code  of  civil  procedure  of  this  state  [insert 

whatever  section  and  subdivision  may  be  applicable  to  the  cause 

of  action], 

§3322.  Action.— The  term  "  action  "  as  used  in  the  Cali- 
fornia code  of  civil  procedure,  in  reference  to  the  limitation  of 
actions,  includes  a  special  proceeding  of  a  civil  nature.*  Ac- 
tions for  relief  in  respect  to  which  no  other  limitation  is  pro- 
vided, must  be  brought  within  four  years  after  the  cause  of 
action  shall  have  accrued.*  To  actions  brought  to  recover 
money  or  other  property  deposited  with  any  bank, ''banker, 
trust  company,  or  savings  and  loan  society,  there  is  no  limita- 
tion.' 

§  3323.  Application  of  Statute.— In  California,  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  applies  equally  to  actions  at  law  and  to  suits 
in  equity.  It  is  directed  to  the  subject-matter,  and  not  to  the 
form  of  the  action,  nor  to  the  forum  in  which  the  action  is 

*  Miners*  Ditch  Go.  v.  Zellerbach,  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  prop- 

.37  Cal.  543.  erty,  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  315- 

Uil.  328.     For   the  limitation  of  actions 

'Coleman  v.  S.  T.  R.  Co.,  49  Cal.  other  than  for  the  recovery  of  real 

518;  Bee  also  Vamlall  v.  S.  8.  F.  Dock  property,  sec  Id.,  sees.  335-363. 

.Co.,  40  Id.  83.  *  Id.,  sec  343. 

<  8ec.  363.     For  the  limitation  of  *  Id.,  sec.  348. 
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prosecuted.  Nor  is  there  any  distinction  in  the  limitation  pre- 
scribed between  simple  contracts  in  writing  and  specialties.* 

§  3324,  Construction  of  Ansv^er.  —  An  answer  stating 
that  the  cause  of  action  has  not  accrued  within  five  years  is 
sufficient  for  five  years,  and  for  any  period  of  limitation  named 
in  the  statute  less  than  five  years.*  The  words  ''preceding  the 
commencement  of  this  action,"  in  such  answer,  are  equivalent 
to  the  words  **  preceding  the  filing  of  this  complaint." '  The  de- 
fense must  point  to  the  time  of  filing  the  original  complaint, 
and  not  an  amended  one.* 

§  3325.  Construction  of  Statute. — Statutes  of  limitation 
do  not  act  retrospectively;  they  do  not  begin  to  run  until  they 
are  passed,  and  consequently  can  not  be  pleaded  until  the 
period  fixed  by  them  has  fully  run  since  their  passage.*  The 
statute  runs  not  from  the  time  of  the  promise,  but  from  the 
time  of  the  breach.'  The  mere  statement  in  the  complaint  that 
the  claim  was  due  at  a  certain  time  does  not  conclude  the  plaint- 
iff under  the  statute  of  limitations,  if  it  appears  from  the  facts 
stated  that  the  right  of  action  did  not  accrue  till  a  later  date.' 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
should  be  accompanied  by  a  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  intended  to  avoid  or  head  ofif  that  defense,  to  pre- 
vent the  court  taking  them  as  true."  The  statute  of  limitations 
docs  not  have  the  effect  to  extinguish  a  debt,  nor  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  its  payment;  it  only  bars  the  remedy,  and  thus 
becomes  a  statute  of  repose.'  The  defendant  is  not  bound  to 
negative  the  exceptions  from  the  general  rule  that  the  statute 
establishes.  It  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  aver  and  prove  the 
facts  that  create  the  exception; '"  and  if  so  averred,  a  pure  plea 
of  the  statute  is  no  bar,  unless  accompanied  with  an  answer 
destroying  the  force  of  those  circumstances  by  issuable  aver- 
ments.^* But  it  has  been  held  also  that  such  allegations  are 
immaterial,  and  need  not  be  answered.** 


1  Lord  V.  Morris,  18  Cal.  482;  Boyd 
V.  Blankman,  29  Id.  20. 

*  Boyd.v.  Blankman,  29  Cal.  20. 

'  Adams  v.  Vatteraon,  35  Cal.  122. 

*  Lorenzana  v.  Camarillo,  45  Id. 
128. 

5  Nelson  v.  Nelflon,  6  Cal.  430. 

«Stilwell  V.  Haabrouck,  1  Hill, 
6C1;  United  States  v.  White.  2  Id. 
60;  Tracy  v.   Uathbun,  3  Barb.  543. 

'  WaKlen  v.  Craft,  2  Abb.  Pr.  .SOI. 

«  Suuds  V.  St.  John,  36  Barb.  628. 

*  McCorniick  v.  Brown,  36  Cal. 
ISO.     The  rule  held  in  this  case. 


to  what  constitutes  a  sufficient  nc- 
knowledgment  of  a  debt,  to  take  it 
out  of  the  statute,  affirmed  in  Farreil 
V.  Palmer,  Id.  187. 

"  Ford  V.  Babcock,  2  Sandf.  518; 
Huntington  V.  Brinckerhoff,  10  Weiid. 
278. 

"  Beames'  PI.  169;  Kane  v.  Blood- 

footl,  7  Johns.   Ch.  90;  (Toodrich  v. 
^elidleton,  3  Id.  3S4;  Story's  Kq.  PI. 
67*'  Rfic   '/  .*>4 

^*  Sands  v.  St.  John,  36  Barb.  628; 
S.  C,  23  How.  Pr.  140;  but  see  Cal. 
Code  C.  P.,  sec.  458. 
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§  332C.  Essential  Allegations.— The  statute  of  limitatifls 
must  be  specially  pleaded.*  If  the  demand  be  in  truth  birrtJ. 
but  the  fact  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  the 
defense  must  be  made  in  the  answer.'  In  New  York,  it  setn^ 
it  can  only  be  taken  by  answer,  and  not  by  demurrer,'  and  w 
not  favored  unless  in  aid  of  justice.*  A  defendant  who  chv^^ 
the  benefit  of  an  act  for  tlie  limitation  of  actions,  which  aj^ 
plies  only  to  a  particular  class  of  cases,  must  plead  it  specially.' 
Pleading  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  personal  pri^iit^ 
which  the  defendant  may  assert  or  waive  at  his  option,  bj: 
must  be  set  up  in  some  form,  either  by  demurrer  or  answer, 
and  if  not  so  set  up  is  deemed  waived.*  The  statute  of  lim- 
itations may  be  allowed  to  be  pleaded  at  any  time  wlien  in  lur- 
therance  of  justice.'  So,  in  case  of  the  allowance  of  a  sevcna 
plea  after  a  joint  plea  filed.'  Or  the  court  may  refuse  penLb- 
sion  to  set  up  the  statute  after  pleading  to  the  merits.'  If  tk 
statute  of  limitations  is  pleaded,  and  the  plea  is  overruletl,  it 
can  not  be  put  in  again  by  the  same  parties  or  their  privies.'"'  A 
defendant  relying  on  the  statute  of  limitations  should  not  si- 
lege  matter  of  law,  but  the  facts  which  bring  him  within  tit 
statute."  But  the  California  code  has  provided  that  **  in  pl«ui- 
ing  the  statute  of  limitations  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the 
facts  showing  the  defense,  but  it  may  be  stated  ^neraih'. 
that  the  cause  of  action  is  barred  by  the  provisions  of  sectii.  - 
....  (giving  the  number  of  the  section  and  subdivision  thereof, 
if  it  is  so  divided,  relied  upon)  of  the  code  of  civil  procedure; 
and  if  such  allegation  be  controverted,  the  party  pleaJii;: 
must  establish,  on  the  trial,  the  facts  showing  that  the  cause  i''' 
action  is  so  barred."  To  rely  upon  the  presumption  of  pj- 
ment  from  lapse  of  time,  the  defendant  should  plead,  not  tie 

*  Steamer  Senorita  v.   Simonds,   1  ®Grattan  v.  Wiggins,  23  CjJ.  16. 

Or.  274;  Lyon  v.  Bertram,  20  How.  'Cooke  v.  Si>ears,  2  Cal.  400. 

U.   S.    149;  Bihiu  v.  Bihin,   17  Abb.  »Uobm8on  v.  Smith.  14  Cal.  iU 

Pr.  19;  Foiral  v.  Pirro,  10  Bosw.  100;  •  Stuart  v.  Landers,  IG  Cal.  ;i71 

S.  C,  17  Abb.  Pr.  113;  Sands  v.  St.  »"^  Fisher  v.  Uutberfonl,  BaMw.!*^^ 

John,  30  Barb.  028.  How  pleaded,  see  Bank  of  Cuhuiilu 

» Smith  V.  Richmond,  19  Cal.  476.  v.    Ott,   2  Cmnch  C.  C.  57,');  Uii<: 

"N.   Y.  Code,  ed.    lvS77,  sec.   413;  Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Llia^s,  1  • 

LcfVcrts  V.  HoUister,  10  How.  Pr.  31"»3;  007.    Forformof  answer,  see  An jiH  -» 

10  hi.  5-10;  and  see  Butler  v.  Mason,  Limitations,  sees.  2S7»  309,  am!  ^^^ 

5  Abl).  Pr.  40;  Sands  v.  St.  John,  36  there  cited;  see  also  Scmlden  v.  \^ 

Barb.  0'J8.  Beiisselaer,  3  Wend.   472;  KiNh»r  ' 

M  ooke  V.  Spears,  2  Cal.  409.  Pon<l,  2  Uill,  338;  Bell  v.  Vatc?,  :^ 

^  Howell   V.    Rogers,  47    Cal.  293;  Barb.  027. 

soe,  as  to  al)solute  right  to  interpose  '^Boyd  v.  Blauknmn,  29  Cal.  -"> 

tliis  dofcnso,  wliere  existent,  Sheldon  ^*Cal.  Coile  C.  P.,  sec.  4r>{>;  la^t 

V.Adams,  41  Barb.  M;  S.  C.,27How.  ard  v.  Johnson,  3  West  Coa$>t  ilei*. 

Pr.  170;  S.  C,  18  Abb.  Pr.  40.1;  Har-  763;  Packard  v.  Moss,  Id.  769. 
riott  V.  Wells,  9  Bosw.  OiU. 


§  3327.  FORMS  OF  SPECIAL   PLEAS.  523 

statute,  but  payment,  and  if  he  can  not  swear  to  this,  his  aflfida- 
vit  may  state  the  facts  which  raise  the  presumption  of  pay- 
ment. *     The  statute  should  not  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  the  whole 
demand,  if  it  is  a  good  defense  to  a  part  only.'    An  allegation 
of  lapse  of  time  was  held  not  to  amount  to  a  plea  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  in  a  case  where  leave  to  plead  the  statute  had  been 
refused.'    A  general  allegation  in  an  answer,  that  the  action  is 
barred  by  the  statute  prescribing  two  or  any  other  number  of 
years  as  the  limitation  for  bringing  the  action,  is  not  the  cor- 
rect method  of  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations.*    Where  the 
statute  of  limitations   imposes   a   bar  upon  certain  species  of 
contracts  after  three  years,  and  upon  others  after  two  years, 
and  the  plea  did  not  show  that  the  contract  in  question  was  of 
the  latter  class,  the  plea  was  bad.*     An  action  on  a  new  promise 
to  pay  a  judgment,  so  as  to  avoid  the  bar  of  the  statute,  nmst 
be  brought  within  four  years  from  the  making  of  the  new  prom- 
ise.'   In  California  since  1863,  the  statute  runs  against  a  mar- 
ried woman  in  all  those  actions  to  which  her  husband  is  not  a 
necessary  party  plaintiff  with  her.' 

§  3327.  Statutes  of  Different  States— Rule.— Where  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  in  one  state,  and  suit  was  brought  upon 
it  in  another  state,  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
former  state  was  not  a  good  plea;  but  the  same  was  demurrable, 
and  the  court  sustained  the  demurrer.^  The  rule  is  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  the  country  in  which  the  suit  is  brought 
may  be  pleaded  to  bar  a  recovery  upon  a  contract  made  out  of 
its  political  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  rule  of  lex  loci  contractus 
can  not  prevail.'  When  a  cause  of  action  has  arisen  in  another 
state,  or  in  a  foreign  country,  and  by  the  laws  thereof  an  action 
thereon  can  not  there  be  maintained  against  a  person  by  reason 
of  the  lapse  of  time,  an  action  thereon  shall  not  be  maintained 
against  him  in  this  state,  except  in  favor  of  one  who  has  been 
a  citizen  of  this  state,  and  who  has  held  the  cause  of  action 
from  the  time  it  accrued.*"  It  is  a  universally  accepted  rule 
that  statutes  of  limitations  are  to  be  strictly  construed.  Gen- 
eral words  in  the  statute  must  receive  general  construction, 

'  Giles  V.  Baremore,  5  Johns.  Ch.  *  Lyon  v.  Bertram,  20  How.  U.  S. 

645.  150. 

2  Wood    V.   Riker's  Ex'rs,  1  Paigo  «McCormick  v.  Brown,  3CC.il.  180. 

Ch.  61G.  ^Wilson   v.  Wilson,  30  Cal.    447; 

^People  ex  rel.  Barton  v.  Rensse-  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  328,  snbd.  4. 

laer  Ins.  Co.,  38  Barb.  323.  ^Townsend  v.  Jamison,  9  How.  U. 

*  Schroeder  v.  Jalms,  27  Cal.  278;  S.  407. 

sec  also  McKay  v.  Petalnma  Lodge,  '  Id. 

Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  April  T.,  18CC.  »"Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  361. 


624  DEFENSES  TO  THE  ACTION.  §33? 

and   if   there  be  no   express  exception   tbe   court  can  maL* 
none.' 

§  3328.  Suspension  of  Remedy. — If  the  mortgagee,  afu: 
obtaining  a  judgment  foreclosing  his  mortgage,  by  an  agrw- 
ment  with  the  mortgagor  enters  into  possession  of  the  njor.- 
gaged  property,  and  received  the  rents  and  profits,  and  appl  • 
them  towards  the  satisfaction  of  the  amount  due,  and  the  nivr- 
gagee  further  agrees  not  to  issue  an  order  of  sale,  ILe  statat*-  <l 
limitations  does  not  run  against  either  party,  so  long  as  d- 
debt  remains  unpaid,  and  they  acquiesce  in  the  arraDgement.* 

§  3329.     When  Action  Conuneneed. — ^Filing  the  compkii: 
is  the  commencement  of  the  action.'    The  position  that  d 
filing  of  the  complaint  without  the  issuance  of  the  siin)m->i  • 
does  not  prevent  the  statute  running  is  not  tenable.^     But  : 
seems  the  plaintiff  should  issue  his  summons  within  a  year.^ 

§  3330.  When  Cause  of  Action  Accrues. — The  ckn^ 
"after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued,"  does  not  ii-f ; 
in  addition  the  existence  of  a  person  legally  competent  to  ti- 
force  it  by  suit.  It  runs  in  all  cases  not  expressly  exctp:-.- 
from  its  operation.' 

§  3331.    Tender. 

Form  No,  745, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at 

before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he  tendered  to  tb* 

plaintiff dollars  [in  gold  and  silver  coin  of  tbe  Unite- 

States],  in  payment  of  the  [contract,  note,  or  indebtednt:si>]  i~ 
the  complaint  set  forth. 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  always  been  and  still  is  n/vK 
and  willing  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and  now  p&  *'s  iL 
same  into  this  court  [or  state  the  facts]. 

§  3332.  Plea  of  Tender,  how  Made,  and  Efiect  of.- 
Paymeut,  tender,  and  readiness  to  pay  are  affirmative  plea~.,aL«l 
cast  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  defendant.^  And  the  pu-:i  •<' 
tender  must  be  specially  stated;'  and  that  the  defendant  ba<  ul- 
ways  been  and  still  is  ready  to  pay  the  sum  tendered,  and  tit 
money  must  be  brought  into  court.'    And  it  is  essential  in^i- 

»  Tyman  v.  Walker,  35  Cftl.  643.  «  Tvnan  v.  Walker,  35  Oal.  64.T 

2  Fi  ink  V.  Le  Roy,  49  Cal.  315.  '  Xorth  Penn.  Railnxul  v.  AJ  jis 

»  Cal.  Coile  C.  P.,  sec.  .350.  54  Pa.  St.  94. 

*ISliarp   V.  Magiiire,    19  Cal.  577;  *  Bryan   v.   Mauine,   28  Oil.   iJ^ 

Pinitutal  V.  City  of  S.  F.,  21  Id.  3G7.  Duff  v.  Fisher,  15  W.  375. 

*  !Sce  Cal.  Code C.  P.,  sec.  406;  Allen  •  Bryan  v.  Maunie,  28  CaL  235. 
Y.  MarshaU,  34  CaL  166. 
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ting  up  a  tender  to  aver  that  the  money  has  been  actually  brought 
into  court.*    Where  the  defendant  pleads  tender  before  suit,  and 
pays  the  amount  of  his  tender  into  court,  and  the  plaintiff  fails 
to  show  himself  entitled  to  a  larger  sum,  it  is  proper  to  render 
judgment  for  the  defendant  for  his  costs,  and  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  due  at  the  time  of  the  tender.'    In  such 
case  the  plaintiff  shall  not  recover  costs,  but  shall  pay  the  costs 
of  suit  to  the  defendant.'    A  tender  does  not  extinguish  or  sat- 
isfy the  obligation,  and  an  offer  to  comply  with  the  demand  of 
a  judgment  does  not  amount  to  a  satisfaction  thereof.*    Actual 
production  and  offer  of  money  to  creditor  is  necessary  to  a  valid 
tender;*  and  it  must  be  unconditional;  if  receipt  or  satisfaction 
piece  be  asked  for,  it  vitiates  it.'    So,  an  offer  in  writing  to  pay  a 
particular  sum  of  money,  or  to  deliver  a  written  instrument  or  spe- 
cific personal  property,  is,  if  not  accepted,  equivalent  to  the  actual 
production  and  tender  of  the  money,  instrument,  or  property.^ 
§  3333.     Issue  Joined. — Where  the  plaintiff  joins  issue  on 
such  a  plea,  without  questioning  its  sufficiency,  he  can  not  after- 
wards object  that  it  was  not  duly  filed,  or  that  the  money  was 
not  paid  into  court  at  the  first  term."    If,  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  more  than  one  kind  of  lawful  money  is  a  legal 
tender  in  payment  of  debts,  and   the  plaintiff  in   an  action 
is  entitled  to  a  judgment  payable  in  a  particular  kind  of  money, 
a  plea  of  tender  which  avers  the  tender  to  have  been  made  in 
lawful  money  of  the  United  States  is  insufficient.     The  plea 
should  aver  that  the  tender  was  made  in  the  kind  of  money  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive.'     The  legal  tender  act  is  held 
constitutional.*"     It  is  competent  for  the  state  legislature  to 
enact  that  all  tolls,  dockage,  and  wharfage  charges  payable  into 
the  public  treasury  shall  be  due  and  collectible  exclusively  in 
gold  and  silver  money  of  the  United  States." 

§  3334.    Payment  as  to  Part,  and  Tender  as  to  Residue. 

♦      Form  No.  746, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

»Hill  V.  Place,  5  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  Barb.  579.     But  see  Cal.  Code  C.  P., 

18.     As  to  this  defense  generally,  see  sec.  2075,  which  provides  that  a  re- 

Wililer  V.  Seelye,  8  Barb.  408;  Peo-  ceipt    properly  signed    may   be    de- 

ple  V.  Banker's  AdmV,  etc.,  8  How.  nianded  as  a  condition  of  the  payment 

rr.  258;  Livingston  v.   Harrison,  2  or  delivery. 

E.  D.  Smith,  107.  ^  Id.,  sec.  2074. 

a  Curiae  v.   Abadie,   25  Cal.   502;  »EudoIph  v.  Wagner,  36  Ala.  G98. 

Logue  V.  Gillick,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  398.  •  Magraw  v.  McGiynn,  26  Cal.  428. 

3  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1030.  i^Belloc  v.  Davis,  36  Cal.  254,  and 

*  Eedington  v.  Chase,  34  Cal.  666.  cases  cited. 

*  Strong  v.  Blake,  46  Barb.  227.  ^*  People   v.    Steamer  America^  34 
«  Koose velt  v.  Bull's  Head  Bank,  45  Cal.  676. 
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I.  [Allege  payment  of  part.  ] 

II.  That  on  the day  of  ,  18 . . ,  at ,  be 

tendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  residue  of  said  claim,  to  ^t,  the 
amount  of dollars,  etc.  [as  in  preceding  form]. 

§  3335.    Denial  as  to  Part,  and  Tender  as  to  Residue. 

Form  No,  747, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars  onlj 

[or  that  the  goods  or  services  mentioned  therein  were  reason- 
ably worth  no  more  than dollars]. 

II.  That  before  this  action,  on  the day  of ,  18, . , 

at ,  he  tendered  to  the  plaintiff,  in  gold  and  silver  coin 

of  the  United  States,    dollars,  in  payment   of  said 

sum.     [Continue  as  in  preceding  form.] 

§  3336.    Want  of  Capacity— Alien  Enemy. 

Form  No.  7^8, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  is  not  now  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  but  was 

and  is  an  alien,  bom  in ,  out  of  the  allegiance  of  the 

United  States,  and  within  the  kingdom  of 

II.  That  at  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  gOTemmect 

of  said was  and  still  is  at  war  with  and  is  an  enemv 

of  the  United  States. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  then  was  and  still  is  an  alien  enemv, 

abiding  without  the  United  States,  and  at ,  within  said 

,  and  adhering  to  the  said  enemies  of  the  United  Statet>.' 

§  3337.    Want  of  Capacity— Assignment. 

Form  No,  749, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  on  or 

about  the day  of i . . ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the  plaintiff 

duly  assigned  the  subject-matter  and  cause  of  action  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  to  one  E.  S. ,  who  then  was  and  has  been  ever 
since  the  holder  thereof. 

§  3338.    Essential  Allegations. — An  answer  setting  up  that 

*  This  form  is  sustained  by  Bell  v.  an  alien  commences  action  in  time  of 

Chapnian,   10  Jolins.  183.     The  dis-  peace,  it  is  competent  on  a  declar&t ion 

ability  only  continues  durini;  the  war:  of  war  with  the  country  of  his  don.i- 

HammcrsK'y  v.  Lambert,  2  Johns.  Cb.  cilo  to  interpose  this  plea:  Society  ftr 

508.     Residence  w^ithin   the   United  the    Propagation    of   the  Gospel  r. 

States  presumptively  defeats  the  plea:  Wheeler,  2  Gall.  105. 
Clarke  v.  Morey,  10  Johns.  69.  Where 


i 


§  3340.  FORMS  OF  SPECIAL  PLEAS.  627 

another  party  than  the  plaintiff  is  the  real  party  in  interest, 
should  allege  facts  which  would  show  as  a  matter  of  law  that 
another  person  should  have  brought  the  suit.'  An  answer 
should  allege  the  facts,  showing  why  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  real 
party  in  interest.*  But  it  is  not  necessarily  frivolous  if  it  does 
not.'  The  answer  is  not  frivolous  for  neglecting  to  name  the 
assignee,  or  designating  him  as  John  Doe.*  If  it  appears  by  the 
pleadings  that  the  assignment  was  in  trust,  it  should  be  also 
alleged  that  the  assignee  accepted  it.*  A  plea  entirely  addressed 
to  the  right  to  recover  of  a  third  person  for  whose  use  the  suit 
is  brought  is  bad  on  demurrer.*  So,  on  the  ground  that  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  is  merely  colorable.^  A  plea  to  the  juris- 
diction on  the  ground  that  a  demand  has  been  colorably 
assigned,  in  order  to  evade  a  discharge  under  the  insolvent  law, 
is  not  to  be  treated  as  dilatory  and  captious.'  The  objection 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  real  party  in  interest  must  be  set  up 
in  the  answer,  to  enable  defendant  to  rely  upon  it,  or  it  will  be 
unavailing  on  the  trial,  even  if  the  fact  should  appear  from  the 
examination  of  witnesses.*  But  if  it  appear  from  the  face  of  the 
complaint  that  defendant  is  not  the  real  or  true  party  plaintiff, 
then  the  objection  should  be  made  by  demqrrer. 

§  3339.  Substitution  of  Assignee. — It  is  optional  with  the 
court,  on  death  of  plaintiff,  in  case  of  a  transfer  of  his  interest,  to 
allow  assignee  of  plaintiff's  interest  to  be  substituted,  and  the 
action  to  continue  in  his  name.'"  Upon  the  death  of  an  assignee 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors-,  pending  an  action  in  the  nature  of 
replevin,  brought  by  him  to  recover  damages  from  a  sheriff  for 
the  tortious  taking  of  assets,  the  proper  parties  to  be  substituted 
are  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased,  since  the  action 
relates  to  personal  property." 

§  3340.  Set-off' — In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  claim,  a 
demand  existing  prior  to  the  assignment,  iii  favor  of  defend- 

'  Raymond  v.  Pritchard,  24  Ind.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Boaw.  1.     But  see  Swift 

318.  V.  Swift,  46  Cal.  266. 

•^Russell  V.   Clapp,   7   Barb.   482;        '» Barstow  v.  Newman,  34  Cal.  90; 

Fosdick  V.  Groflf,  22  How.  Pr.  158.  Sheldon  v.  Havens,  7  How.  Pr.  268; 

^Tamisier  v.  Cassard,  17  Abb.  Pr.  Harris  v.  Beunclt,  1  Code  R.,  N.  S., 

187.  203;  Murray  v.  Gen.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  2 

*  Smith  V.  Mead,  14  Abb.  Pr.  262;  Duer,  607;  Ford  v.  David,  1  Bosw. 
Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Lord,  1  Id.  185.  671;   Howard  v.  Taylor,  11  How.  Pr. 

MVhitlock  V.  Fiake,  3  Edw.  131.  380;  Banks  v,  Maher,  2  Bosw.  690; 

•^ydani  v.  Cannon,  1  Houst.  431.  Terry  v.   Roberts,   15  How.   Pr.  65; 

•  lioyreau  v.  Campbell,  1  McAll.  119.  but  see  Barribeau  v.  Brant,  17  How. 
8  Wallace  v.  Clark,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  U.  S.  43. 

357.  "  Emerson  v.  Bleakley,  6  Abb.  Pr., 

»  Jackson  v.  Whedon,  1  E.  D.  Smith,    N.  S.,  350. 
141;  Savage  v.  Corn  Exchange  etc. 
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ants,  and  against  the  assignor,  is  unavailable  as  a  counter- 
claim, and  if  so  pleaded  no  reply  is  necessary.*  To  render  it 
available  as  an  equitable  defense,  it  must  be  pleaded  as  a  de- 
fense.* In  an  action  brought  by  an  assignee  of  a  demand,  an 
answer  interposing  as  a  set-off  a  clainx  subsisting  in  favor  of  tk 
defendant  against  the  assignor  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  setting 
up  a  counter-claim;  and  the  plaintiff  need  not  put  in  a  reply  uf 
the  statute  of  limitations  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  such  btat- 
ute  against  the  claim  so  set  up.'  A  demand  against  the  pliint- 
iff 's  assignor,  who  is  not  a  party,  is  not  generally  available.' 
But  when  a  creditor  having  a  debt  due  him  by  mortgage  assi'jns 
the  debt  and  mortgage,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  third  person 
against  the  creditor  purchased  by  the  debtor  after  the  as^i^- 
ment,  but  before  notice  to  him,  constitutes  an  offset  pro  (aido 
to  the  debt  in  an  action  upon  it  by  the  assignee.' 

§  3341.  Want  of  Capacity— Denial  of  Plaintifi^'s  Cor. 
poration. 

Form  No,  750, 
[Tftle.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  there  was  not  at  the  commencement  of  this  action, 

nor  is  there  now,  any  such  corporation  as  the Mining 

Company,  named  as  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  de  facto  corporation,  nor  did 
the  persons  claiming  to  compose  the  said  alleged  corporation, 
at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  nor  at  any  of  the  times 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  claim  in  good  faith  to  be  a  corpo- 
ration. 

§  3342.  Consolidated  Corporation. — Where  by  state  stat- 
ute-power is  given  to  connecting  railway  corporations  to  merge 
and  consolidate  their  stock,  and  such  merger  and  consolidation 
Las  been  judicially  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
to  be  a  dissolution  in  law  of  the  previous  companies,  and  the 
creation  of  a  new  corporation  with  new  liabilities;  in  such  case, 
where  the  declaration  avers  that  the  defendant  had  agreed  that 
stocks  of  one  of  the  connecting  railroads  should  be  w^orth  a  cer- 
tain price  at  a  certain  time  and  in  a  certain  place,  and  the  ple& 
sets  up  that  under  the  statute  the  stock  of  the  railway  named 
was  merged  and  consolidated  by  the  consent  of  the  party  suing, 
wath  a  second  railway  named,  so  forming  **  one  joint  stock  com- 

'Dillaye  v.  Niles,  4  Abb.  Pr.  253;  *  Cuminings  v.  Morris,  25  K".  Y.  62j; 

Ferrcira  v.  Denew,  4  Id.  131.  Dillaye  v.  ^'iles,  4  Abb.  Pr.  25:);  Ftr- 

'^  Fcncira  v.  Di'pew,  4  Abb.  Pr.  131;  reira  v.  Dcpcw,  4  Iil.  131;  Spencer  v. 

Wolfo  V.  il..  13  How.  Pr.  84.  Babcock,  22  Barb.  320. 

9  Tliompaon  v.  Sickles,  40  Barb.  49.  ^  McCabe  v.  Grey,  20  CaL  500. 
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pany  of  the  said  two  corporations,"  under  a  corporate  name 
stated,  such  plea  is  good,  though  it  do  not  aver  that  the  con- 
solidation was  done  without  the  consent  of  the  defendants.^ 
Such  a  plea  contains  two  points  only  which  the  plaintiff  can 
traverse,  the  fact  of  consolidation,  and  the  fact  of  consent;  and 
these  must  be  denied  separately.  If  denied  together,  the 
replication  is  double  and  bad.* 

§  3343.  Denial  of  Inoorporation. — ^The  want  of  capacity 
to  sue  or  be  sued  must  be  specially  alleged.'  By  pleading  to 
the  merits  the  objection  is  waived.*  While  under  the  statutes 
of  California  *  the  duo  incorporation  of  a  corporation  can  not 
be  inquired  into  collaterally,  yet  a  private  person  is  not  thereby 
precluded  from  denying  that  it  is  a  corporation  de  jure  or  de 
facto,* 

"Where  the  defendants  are  sued  by  a  corporate  name,  though 
the  complaint  does  not  allege  that  the  defendants  are  incorpo- 
rated, still  plaintiff  must  prove  the  fact  if  denied,  and  a  denial 
that  defendants  are  a  corporation  is  not  new  matter.^  Before 
the  revised  statutes  of  New  York,  the  denial  of  incorporation 
amounted  only  to  the  general  issue."  And  it  was  equally  bad 
when  applied  to  foreign  corporations.®  But  under  the  revised 
statutes,  to  require  a  domestic  corporation  plaintiff  to  prove  its 
corporate  organization,  the  defendant  must  specially  plead  the 
non-existence  of  such  corporation;  and  this  plea  was  a  good 
plea  in  bar.^*^  But  such  a  denial  can  not  be  made  on  information 
and  belief."  To  put  the  plaintiff  to  proof  of  his  corporate  capac- 
ity in  this  case,  a  general  denial  is  not  sufficient,  but  the  answer 
must  deny  the  existence  of  such  a  corporation."  If  evidence  is 
required  on  that  point,  it  must  be  because  that  is  a  point  in 
issue;  and  it  can  not  be  in  issue  unless  it  is  affirmed  in  the 

*  Clearwater  v.  Meredith,  1  Wall.  ^  Stoddard  v.  Onondaga  Ahq.  Conf., 
2o.  12  Barb.  573. 

2  Id.  *  Hartford  Bank  v.  Murrell,  1  Wend. 

3Cal.  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Wright,  8  87;  Welland  Canal  Co.  v.  Hathawav, 

Cal.  585;  White  v.  Moses,  11  Id.  69;  8  Id.  480;  Wood  v.  Jefiferson  County 

Society  for  Prop,  of  Gospel  v.  Town  Bank,  9  Cow.  194. 

of  Pawlet,  4  Pot.  480;  Philadelphia  •  Farmers*  and  Mechanics'  Bank  v. 

K.  R.  Co.  V.  Quigley,  21  How.  U.  S.  Rayncr,  2  Hall,  195. 

202;  Dillaye  V.  Parks,  31  Barb.  132.  ^o  Methodist   Episcopal    Church   v. 

*  Conard  v.  Atlantic  Ins.  Co.,  1  Pet.  Tryon,  1  Denio,  451 ;  see  also  Bank  of 
386;  Society  for  Prop,  of  Gospel  v.  Genessee  v.  Patchin  Bank,  13  N.  Y. 
Town  of  Pawlet,  4  Id.  480;  Yeaton  309;  Park  Bank  v.  Tilton,  15  Abb. 
V.  Lynn,  5  Id.  223.  Pr.  384. 

^  1802,  p.  110,  Civil  Code,  sec.  358.  "  East  River  Bank  v.  Rogers,  7  Bosw. 

*^Oroville  and  Virginia  City  Rail-  493. 

road  Co.   v.  Plumas  County,  37  Cal.  *-Park  Bank  v.  Tilton,  15  Abb.  Pr. 

3G0;  Dean  v.  Davis,  51  Id.  407;  Ziou  384;  Bank  of  Havana  v.  Wickham,  7 

M.  E.  C.  V.  Hillcry,  Id.  155;  Roman  Id.  134. 
C.  0.  A.  V.  Abrams,  40  Id.  456. 
£btee,Yox..  11—34 
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pleadings  on  one  side  and  denied  on  the  other.*  The  rule 
which  requires  a  defendant  to  answer  positively  as  to  the  facts 
alleged  in  a  verified  complaint,  which  ai'e  presumptively  within 
his  own  knowledge,  applies  to  municipal  corporations.  The 
statute  makes  no  distinction  between  the  rules  of  pleading 
applicable  to  natural  persons  and  those  applicable  to  artificial 
persons.'  There  may  exist  the  best  reasons  for  a  different  rule 
of  pleading  when  a  municipal  corporation  is  a  defendant;  bat 
this  court  can  make  no  distinction,  because  the  code  makes 
none.  It  is  a  matter  for  the  legislature,  and  not  for  the  couit* 
"Where  the  complaint  averred  a  contract  between  plaintiff  ani 
the  board  of  supervisors,  on  behalf  of  the  county,  and  the 
answer  admitted  a  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  another  on 
the  one  side,  and  the  county  on  the  other,  and  averred  that  this 
was  the  only  contract  made  by  the  county  in  relation  to  the 
matter,  and  denied  that  any  other  was  made  by  the  board  of 
supervisors,  it  was  held  that  this  denial  was  sufficient  to  put  the 
plaintiff  on  proof  of  the  contract.^  In  an  ac^tion  against  a  cor- 
poration to  recover  dividends  which  have  accrued  on  its  stock, 
if  the  plaintiff  avers  "  that  from  a  date  named  she  was,  has 
been,  and  still  is  the  owner  in  her  own  right,  and  as  her  separate 
property,  of  the  stock,"  the  answer  raises  an  issue,  if  it  denies 
that  at  the  date  named  'Hhe  plaintiff  was,  has  since  been,  or 
still  is  the  owner  in  her  own  right,  and  as  her  separate  propertv," 
of  the  stock.  The  qualifications  of  the  denial  by  the  words  '*  in 
her  own  right  and  as  her  separare  property  "  are  mere  surplusage.* 
Where  the  answer  in  a  suit  against  a  corporation,  on  its  note, 
relies  simply  on  the  want  of  power  of  the  corporation  to  issue 
notes,  the  defendant  can  not  afterwards  object  that  the  plaintiff 
has  not  shown  that  the  officers  executing  the  note  were  empow- 
ered by  the  corporation  to  do  so.* 

§  3344.  Dissolution. — ^An  action  by  a  corporation  is  not 
abated  by  dissolution,  but  may  be  continued  in  the  corporate 
name.^ 

§  3345.  Estoppel. — As  a  general  rule,  corporations  have 
power  to  waive  their  rights,  and  are  bound  by  estoppels  in  pai<, 

*  See  An§;.  and  Ames  on  Corp.  631,        *  Dow  v.  (Jould  aud  Curry  Mining 
and  cases  cited;  Oroville  and  Virginia    Co.,  .31  Cal.  630. 

City  Railroad  Company  v.  Supervisors  ^  Smith  v.  Eureka  Flour  Mills  Co.. 

of  Plumas  County,  37  Cal.  362.  6  Cal.  1. 

«  San  Francisco  Gas  Co.  V.  The  City,  '  N.    Y.   Marbled   Iron  Works  v. 

9  Cal.  453.  Smith,  4  Ducr,  362;  Talmage  v.  PeUi 

s  Id.  9  Paige  Ch.  410. 

*  Murphy  v.  Napa  Co.,  20  Cal  497, 
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like  natural  persons.'  When  an  association  assumes  a  name 
and  exercises  the  powers  of  a  corporation,  it  is  estopped  from 
denying  its  corporate  liabilities.*  A  corporation  which  has 
entered  into  contracts  in  its  corporate  capacity  is  estopped, 
when  sued  thereon,  from  denying  its  corporate  existence.' 
Where  defendant  accepted  the  office  of  treasurer  of  an  incorpo- 
ration, and  served  for  several  years  as  such,  he  was  estopped 
from  denying  its  corporate  existence.*  One  entering  into  a 
contract  with  a  corporation  is  estopped  from  setting  up  in  an 
action  upon  such  contract  that  the  corporation  was  not  legally 
formed.* 

§  3346.    Want  of  Capacity— Denial  pf  Trusteeship. 

Form  No.  751. 
[Title.]* 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  since  the  expiration  of  said  first  year  [or  after  the 

day  of ,  18. . ],  he  has  not  been  a  trustee  of  said  com- 
pany, and  has  not  in  any  way  managed  the  affairs  or  concerns 
of  said  company  as  such. 

§  3347.    Denial  of  Subscriptions  to  Stock. 

Form  No.  753. 

That  he  never  subscribed  for  any  stock  of  the  corporation 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  never  became  a  stockholder  in 
or  the  holder  or  owner  of  any  stock  of  the  said  corporation,  in 
his  own  right,  or  in  trust  for  others. 

§  3348.    Denial  of  Interest— Stock  Sold. 

Form  No.  753. 

That  on  or  about  the  ....  day  of ,  18 . . ,  he  sold  and 

transferred  all  his  stock  and  interest  in  the  said  company;  and 
that  he  had  not  then,  nor  has  he  had  since  that  time,  nor  has  he 
now,  any  property  or  interest  of  any  nature  or  kind  whatsoever 
in  the  said  company,  as  stockholder  or  trustee,  or  otherwise. 

§  3349.  Individual  Answer. — Stockholders  of  a  corpora- 
tion who  have  been  allowed  to  put  in  answers  in  the  name  of 
the  corporation  can  not  be  regarded  as  answering  for  the  cor- 
poration itself.    In  a  special  case,  however,  a  stockholder  may 

^  Hale  V.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  32  N.  H.  *  Palmer  v.  Lawrence,  3  Sandf.  170; 

295.  Steam  N.  Co.  v.  Weed,  17  Barb.  378; 

»  United  States  Express  Co.  v.  Bed-  White  v.  Coventry,  29  Barb.  305;  to 

bury,  34  111.  459.  same  effect,  White  v.  Boss,  15  Abb. 

•  Callendcr  v.  Painesville  and  Hud-  Pr.  66;  Hyatt  v.  Esmond,  37  Barb, 

son  River  R.  R.  Co.,  11  Ohio  St.  516.  601;  Hyatt  v.Whipple,  Id.  695;  Cooper 

*Parrott    v.    Byers,   40    Cal.   614;  v.  Shaver,  41  Id.  lol;  but  compare 

Dutchess  Cotton  Mfy.  v.  Davis,  14  Welland  Canal  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  8 

Johns.  238;  All  Saints'^Charch  v.  Lov-  Wend.  480. 
ett,  1  HalL  191. 
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be  allowed  to  become  a  party  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting bis  own  interests,  and  the  interest  of  such  stockholders 
as  choose  to  join  with  him  in  the  defense.* 

§  3350.  Non-joinder  of  Parties. — Stockholders  of  insolvent 
corporations,  in  Pennsylvania,  when  sued  by  creditors,  may,  un- 
der the  plea  of  payment  with  leave,  take  advantage  of  non-joinder 
of  proper  parties,  and  need  not  plead  specially  in  abatement.' 

§3351.  Want  of  Capacity —  Denial  of  Official  Ca- 
pacity. 

Form  No,  754, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies  that  the 
plaintiff  is  [executor  or  administrator  of  the  said  deceased,  or 
otherwise],  as  alleged,  or  at  all. 

§  3352.    Want  of  Capacity— Partnership  of  Plaintiff. 

Form  No,  755, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint  did  not 

accrue  to  the  plaintiff  individually,  but  to  the  plaintiff  and  one 

R.  S.,  under  the  firm  name  [giving  name  of  firm],  and  that  said 

partners,  as  such,  when  this  action  was  brought,  held  and 

owned  the  said  cause  of  action  jointly. 

n.  That  the  said  R.  S.  is  sliil  living.' 

§  3353.  Want  of  Capacity— Partnership  of  the  De- 
fendant. 

Form  No.  756. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
I.  That  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  complaint  was  not  made 
by  him  individually,  but  by  him  and  one  R.  S.  jointly  as  part- 
ners, under  the  firm  name  [give  the  firm  name]. 
U.  That  the  said  R.  S.  is  still  living. 

§  3354.    Want  of  Consideration — Common  Fonn. 

Form  No,  757. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  received  no  consideration  for  the  [promissoir  note] 
mentioned  therein.  [Mistake  or  any  fact  showing  fraud  should 
be  alleged.] 

§  3355.  How  Pleaded— Essential  and  Sufficient  .All^ 
gations, — In  pleading  failure  of  consideration,  an  issue  of  law 

*  Brown  v.  La  Crosse  R.  R.  Co.,  2        'A  mere  denial  of  the  act  is  Dot  » 

Wall.  283.  denial  of  the  partnership:  Auablev, 

'  Jloard  y.  Wilcox,  47  Pa.  St.  61.        Steam  Engine  Co.,  16  Abb.  Pr.  28S. 
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must  not  be  tendered.^  An  answer  of  an  entire  or  partial  fail- 
ure of  consideration,  which  does  not  set  out  the  facts  showing 
the  failure,  or  show  how  much  the  whole  consideration  for  the 
property  was,  and  gives  no  data  by  which  the  court  can  deter- 
mine what  deduction,  if  any,  should  be  made,  is  bad.'  An 
answer  setting  up  in  defense  a  failure  to  perform  an  agreement 
to  execute  an  indemnifying  bond  is  bad  when  it  does  not  set 
forth  any  injury  resulting  from  such  failure,  but  shows  that  in- 
jury can  never  happen.'  All  matters  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance, showing  that  the  contract  sued  upon  was  void  or  voidable 
in  point  of  law,  must  be  affirmatively  pleaded.*  It  seems  that 
illegality  in  a  contract  sued  on,  though  shown  by  the' testimony, 
can  not  avail  the  defendant,  unless  it  is  alleged  in  the  plead- 
ings; and  that  an  allegation  in  the  answer  that  the  contract 
was  illegal,  coupled  with  an  enumeration  in  the  same  paragraph 
of  specific  grounds  of  illegality,  does  not  entitle  the  defendant 
to  prove  any  grounds  of  illegality  not  so  specified.*  A  plea 
seeking  to  avoid  a  bond  for  being  illegally  taken  should  specially 
state  all  the  facts  which  show  that  illegality.'  If  any  part  gf  a 
single  consideration  for  one  or  more  objects,  or  of  several  con- 
siderations for  a  single  object,  is  unlawful,  the  entire  contract 
is  void.^  That  is  not  lawful  which  is  contrary  to  an  express 
provision  of  law;  or  contrary  to  the  policy  of  express  law, 
though  not  expressly  prohibited;  or  otherwise  contrary  to  good 
morals.*  An  answer  setting  up  for  a  defense  a  failure  of  con- 
sideration must  show  whether  it  is  a  partial  or  total  failure.'  A 
partial  failure  of  consideration  can  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  an 
action  upon  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  money  of  land.^**  It 
is  generally  no  defense  to  a  promissory  note."  Partial  failure 
of  consideration  could  not  be  given  in  evidence,  unless  specially 
pleaded."  Where  the  obligor  of  a  single  bill  was  sued  by  an 
assignee,  and  pleaded  that  the  bill  was  given  for  the  purchase 
of  horses  which  were  not  as  sound  nor  of  as  high  a  pedigree  as 
had  been  represented  by  the  seller,  such  a  plea  was  admissi- 
ble." 

^  Bennett  v.  Martin,  6  Mo.  460.  tracts  declared  to  be  unlawful  and 

*  Billan  v.  Hecklebrath,  23  Ind.  7L     void,  see  Id.,  sees.  1668-1G76. 

»Id.  »Clough  V.  Murray,   19  Abb.  Pr 

*  Finley  v.  Quirk,  9  Minn.  194.  97. 

*Gushee  v.   Leavitt,   5   Cal.    161;  "  Reese  v.  Gordon,  19  Cal.  147. 

Dingeldein  V.  Third  Av.  R.  R.  Co.,  9  "  Varnum  v.  Mauro,  2  Cranch  C. 

Bosw.  79.  C.  425. 

8  United  States  v.  Sawyer,  1  Gall.  >'-'  Wallace  v.  Boston,  10  Mo.  660. 

86.  ^»  Withers  v.  Gi-eene,  9  How.  U.  S. 

^  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  1608.  213. 
'•Id,,  sec.  1667.    For  certain  con- 
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§  3356.  The  Same— That  the  Debt  -was  for  Money  Lost 
at  Play. 

F<ynn  No,  758, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  defendant  and  the  plaintijff  played  together  at  a 

game  of  chance  called ,  for  stakes,  upon  credit,  and 

not  for  ready  money;  and  at  said  games  the  plaintiff  won 

dollars  of  the  defendant,  which  he  did  not  pay. 

II.  That  thereafter  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  the  note 
mentioned  in  the  complaint  for  said  money  so  staked  and  lost. 

§  3357.  The  Same— That  the  Note  was  Given  to  Com- 
pound a  Felony. 

Form  No.  759, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
I.  That  heretofore,  on,  etc.,  at,  etc.,  one  C.  R.,  the  son  of 
the  said  defendant,  had  feloniously  [here  designate  the  crime— 
e,  g.,  thus:  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away ,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff]. 

n.  That  the  said  defendant,  in  order  to  compound  and  settle 
said  felony,  gave  the  said  note;  in  consideration  of  which  the 
plaintiff  and  others  desisted  from  informing  and  prosecuting 
upon  said  felony. 

III.  That  there  was  no  other  consideration  for  said  note.^ 
§  3358.    Want  of  Jurisdiction  of  the  Persoa 

Form  No,  760. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  was  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  is  now, 

consul  of ,  for  the  city  of ,  duly  accredited  to 

the  president  of  the  United  States,  and  by  him  received  and 
acknowledged  as  such  [or  otherwise]. 

§  3359.  Ol^oeotion,  how  Taken— Essential  Allegations. 
Defenses  in  abatement  of  the  suit,  or  going  to  the  jurisdiction 
being  preliminary  in  their  nature,  must  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  plea,  and  can  not  be  taken  advantage  of  in  a  general  answer, 
which  necessarily  admits  the  right  and  capacity  of  the  party  to 
Bue.^  The  fact  that  a  corporation  aggregate  appears  and  pleads 
by  attorney  to  the  jurisdiction  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  objection.' 
The  question  of  jurisdiction  arising  in  a  case  where  a  mortgagor 
and  mortgagee  were  citizens  of  the  same  state,  and  the  mort- 
gagee had  assigned  the  mortgage  to  a  citizen  of  another  state, 

*  From  Abbott's  Forms,  No.  801.  ^  Commercial  and  Railroad  Bank  ui 

*  Livingston  ▼.  Story,  11  Pet.  Sol,-     Vicksburg  v.  Slocomb,  14  Pet.  00. 
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sLould  have  been  raised  by  a  plea  in  abatement.  Upon  a  trial 
of  the  merits  it  is  too  late.*  A  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  in  equity 
is  like  a  plea  in  abatement  at  law,  which  can  not  be  put  in  after 
a  general  imparlance,  or  be  received  when  it  does  not  give  the 
plaintiff  a  better  writ.^  The  objection  that  a  court  of  equity  has 
not  jurisdiction  of  the  suit,  because  complainant  has  an  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law,  should  be  taken  by  plea  or  answer.  It  is 
too  late  to  raise  it  for  the  first  time  upon  appeal,  unless  the  want 
of  jurisdiction  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  bill.'  A  defendant 
who  is  sued  out  of  his  district  may  plead  his  personal  privilege.* 
A  plea  in  abatement,  denying  the  truth  of  the  averments  as  to 
residence,  etc.,  in  the  present  tense  instead  of  in  the  past  tense, 
80  as  to  make  issue  with  reference  to  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  is  not  so  clearly  frivolous  as  to  require  the 
court  to  set  it  aside  or  disregard  it.*  Where  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  appears  by  proper  aver- 
ments upon  the  record,  the  defendant  can  only  impugn  it  on  a 
special  plea;  the  objection  can  not  be  taken  by  answer.'  This 
defense  is  sustainable  only  where  the  person  is  not  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  not  where  the  objection  is 
merely  that  original  process  has  not  been  duly  served.^  If  a 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  and  a  plea  noii  assumpsit  be  put  in,  and 
the  issue  be  made  up  on  the  latter  plea  only,  no  notice  being 
taken  of  the  former,  and  upon  this  state  of  the  pleadings  the 
cause  goes  on  trial,  the  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  is  considered  as 
waived." 

§  3360.    The  Same— By  Foreign  Corporation. 

Form  No,  761, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  [foreign  corporation]  is  a  corporation 

created  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of [or  other  foreign 

government  or  country],  and  not  by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  resident  of  this  state,  but  re- 
sides at ,  in  the  state  of 

III.  That  the  said  [here  state  facts  showing  that  the  cause  of 
action  arose  without  the  state,  and  is  not  upon  a  contract  made, 
executed,  or  delivered  in  this  state]. 

*  Smith  V.  Kernochen,  7  How.  U.S.  •  •Rule  39  in  Equity;  Wickliffe  v. 
198.  OwiDgs,  17  How.  U.  S.  47. 

*  Baker  v.  Biddlc,  Baldw.  394.  '  Noues  v.  Hope  Mutual  Life  Ins. 
"  Wvlie  V.  Coxe,  15  How.  U.  S.  415.  Co.,  5  How.  Pr.  9G;  Bridge  v.  Payaon, 
*Tecso  V.  Phelps,  1  McAll.  17.             1  i3uer,  G14. 

*  Horner  v.  Kcppel,  10  Ad.  &  El.        ®  Bailey  v.  Dozier,  G  How.  U.  S.  23; 
17;  Eberly  v.  Moore,  24  How.  U.  S     but  sec  Cal.  Cod©  C.  P.,  sec.  434. 
147. 
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§  3361.    Want  of  Jurisdiction  of  the  Sulyeot. 

Form  No,  762, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  supposed  cause  of  action  accrued  to  the  said  plaint- 
iff, if  at  all,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court;  that  is  to  say, 

at ,  in  the  county  of  ,  and  not  at    , 

in  the  county  of ,  or  elsewhere  within  the  jurisdictioii 

of  this  court,  or  within  the  said  last-named  county. 

§  33G2.  Essential  Allegation,  Efibct  of.^Iu  Massachu- 
setts, a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  should  show  that  some  other 
court  in  the  same  state  has  jurisdiction.*  A  plea  to  the  juris.- 
diction,  on  account  of  limited  jurisdiction,  is  a  plea  in  bar.*  A 
question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  can  not  be  raised 
under  the  general  issue,  but  must  be  specially  pleaded.'  But 
where  the  subject-matter  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  the  exception  may  bo  taken  under  the  general  issue.*  Al- 
though a  plea  in  bar  admits  the  jurisdiction,  the  district  court 
have  power,  after  such  a  plea  has  been  put  in,  to  permit  the 
defendant  to  withdraw  it,  and  plead  in  abatement  a  denial  that 
the  averments  relied  on  to  show  jurisdiction  were  true.  It  is 
proper  to  give  leave  to  amend,  thus,  where  the  defendant  shows 
by  affidavit  that  the  averments  as  to  jurisdiction  were  false 
and  fraudulent.^ 


CHAPTER  IV. 

COUNTER-CLAIM. 

§  33G3.    Counter-olalni  Alone. 

Form  No,  763, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  for  counter- 
claim  alleges: 

That,  etc.  [State  a  cause  of  action  precisely  as  in  a  com- 
plaint.] "Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  for 
dollars. 

§  33G4.  Counter-claim  Defined— Essential  Ck>ndltioDS. 
The  counter-claim  mentioned  in  most  of  the  codes  must  be 
one  existing  in  favor  of  a  defendant,  and  against  a  plaintiff, 

*  Lawrence  v.  Smith,  5  Masg.  .302;  147;   Teese  v.   Phelps,  1  McAll.  17; 

Otis  V.  W.ilceman,  1   Hill,  004;  The  The  Abby,  1  Mjujoq,  300. 

King  V.  Johnson,  0  East,  5S3,  000.  *  Maistionuaire  v.  Keatiog,  2  Gall. 

■'»  JSinith  V.  McCleod,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  325. 

43.  ^  Eberly  v.  Moore,  24  How.  C.  S. 

»  Eberly  v.  Moore,  24  How.  U.  S.  147. 
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"between  whom  a  several  judgment  might  be  had  in  the  action, 
and  arising  out  of  one  of  the  following  causes  of  action:  1.  A 
cause  of  action  arising  out  of  the  transaction  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  con- 
nected with  the  subject  of  the  action;  2.  In  an  action  arising 
upon  contract;  any  other  cause  of  action  arising  also  upon  con- 
tract and  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  action.^  The 
term  **  counter-claim"  is  of  recent  origin.  It  seems  to  be  in- 
tended to  take  the  place  of  both  "set-off"  and  ** recoupment," 
neither  of  which,  under  those  names,  is  provided  for  in  the 
California  code.  A  set-off  was  unknown  to  the  common  law, 
according  to  which  mutual  debts  were  distinct,  and  inextin- 
guishable, except  by  actual  payment  or  release.'  It  was  first 
provided  for  by  statute  2  Geo.  II.,  c.  22,  which  has  been  gen- 
erally adopted  in  the  United  States  with  some  modifications. 
Set-off  could  only  take  place  in  actions  on  contracts  for  the 
paj'ment  of  money,  and  the  matters  which  might  be  set  off  were 
mutual  liquidated  debts  or  damages.  Unliquidated  damages 
could  not  be  set  off.  The  statutes  in  regard  to  set-off  refer  only 
to  mutual  unconnected  debts;  for  at  common  law,  when  the 
nature  of  the  employment,  transaction,  or  dealings  necessarily 
constitutes  an  account  consisting  of  payments,  debts,  and 
credits,  the  balance  only  is  considered  to  be  the  debt,  •and 
therefore  in  an  action  in  such  cases  it  is  not  necessary  either  to 
plead  or  give  notice  of  set-off.'  The  principle  upon  which  stat- 
utes of  set-off  are  based  is,  that  mutual  debts  between  the 
parties  are  extinguished,  if  equal  in  amount,  or  pro  ianio  if  un- 
equal; thus  preventing  multiplicity  of  suits.  **  Recoupment " 
differs  in  some  essential  particulars  from  set-off:  1.  In  being 
confined  to  matters  arising  out  of  and  connected  with  the  trans- 
action or  contract  upon  which  the  suit  is  brought;  2.  In  having 
no  regard  to  whether  such  matters  be  liquidated  or  unliquidated; 
3.  That  the  right  of  recoupment  is  not  given  or  created  by 
btatute,  but  by  the  common  law.*  At  common  law,  however, 
the  defendant  could  not  have  judgment  for  any  excess  in  his 
favor;  but  it  is  now  otherwise  by  statute  in  most  of  the  states. 

^  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  438;  see  also  125,  sec.  11.    See  the  subject  of  coan- 

Howard  v.  Shores,  20  Cal.  277;  Bel-  ter-claim  discussed  at  length  in  Pome- 

lean  v.  Thompson,  33  Id.  495;  Code  roy's  l^cmedies,  sees.  726,  SOS;  Bliss' 

Proc.  N.  Y.,  sec.   150;    Wag.   Stat.  Ck)de  PI.,  sees.  367,  390. 

Mo.,   1874,   p.    1016,   sec.    13;   Code  « Otty  v.  Ferguson,  1  Rawle,  293. 

Proc.  Minn.,  sec.  84;  Code  C,  P.  N.  'Green  v.  Farmer,  4  Burr.  2221. 

C,  sec.  101;  Code  Proc.  S.  C,  sec.  *Sce  Ward  v.  Fellers,  3  Mich.  281, 

173;  Code  C.  P.  Fla.,  sec.  101;  Code  287;  Greene's  New  Pr.  229. 
C.  P.  Or.,  sec.  72;  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.,  c. 
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The  case  of  recoupment  falls  within  the  first  subdivision  of  tLf 
section.  The  second  subdivision  of  the  section  includes  sct-of 
as  it  formerly  existed,  but  does  not  restrict  it  to  cases  where  tli. 
damages  sought  to  be  set  off  are  liquidated.' 

A  counter-claim  is  a  cause  of  action  in  which  a  several  jiul:- 
ment  might  be  obtained  against  the  plaintiff,  in  favor  of  ih 
defendant,  in  an  action  arising  out  of  the  transaction  set  for/i 
in  the  complaint  and  answer,  or  connected  with  the  subject .:' 
the  action.'  In  an  action  arising  upon  contract,  it  is  any  oth-r 
cause  of  action  arising  also  upon  contract,  and  existing  at  ti. 
commencement  of  the  action.'  Or,  in  other  words,  a  cause  o: 
action  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  which  he  might  have  su.- 1 
the  plaintiff  and  obtained  affirmative  relief  in  a  separate  actioD.' 
When  cross-demands  have  existed  between  persons  under  suS^ 
circumstances  that  if  one  had  brought  an  action  against  tLi' 
other  a  counter-claim  could  have  been  set  up,  the  two  deman^L 
shall  be  deemed  compensated,  so  far  as  they  equal  each  other. 
and  neither  can  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  thereof  by  the  assiV^- 
ment  or  death  of  the  other.*  A  debtor  has  a  right  to  purclia>^ 
cross-demands  against  a  partnersnip,  and  set  them  up  as  & 
defense  against  a  debt  due  by  him  to  the  partnership.*  The 
counter-claim  mentioned  in  this  section  shall  be  one  existing  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  and  against  the  plaintiff;'  and  it  mu>: 
be  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,*  and  at  the  tiiu 
belong  to  the  defendant.'    To  authorize  a  set-off  at  law,  tbo 

>  See  Wheclock  V.  Pacific  P.  G.  Co.,  3  Kern.  24S,  affirming  4  Duer,  ev: 

51  Cal.  226.     Upon  the  general  sub-  Kneedler  v.  Sternbergh,  10  How.  IT. 

i'cct    of    counter-claim,     see    Xcuia  67;  Welch  v.  Hazel  ton,  14  hi.  ifr. 

branch  of    State  Bank  of    Ohio  v.  Wolf  v.  II.,  13  Id.  84. 

Lee,  2  Bosw.  694.  *Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  440. 

» Drake  v.  Cockroft,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  «Naglee  v.  M  in  turn,  8  Cal.  ^^. 

34;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  Pr.  203;  Askins  v.  Marye  v.  Jones,  9  Id.  3:i5. 

Ilearns,  3  Id.  184;   Schnadcrbeck  v.  ^  King  v.  Wise,  43  CaL  628;  4  AP. 

Worth,  8  Id.  37;  Gottler  v.  Babcock,  Pr.  131,  253;   Duncan  v.  Stanton,  W 

7  Id.  392;    Barhyte   v.  Hughes,   33  Barb.  533;  Boyd  v.  Foot,  5  Bosw.  11": 


3  Cal  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  438;   N.  Y.  son  v.  Remington,  12  Uow.  l*r.  'M'} 

Code,  ed.  1877,  sec.  501.  Gillespie   v.  Torrance,    4  ho'^'-  •• 

*  Howard  v.  Shores,  20  Cal.  277;  Os<den  v.  Coddington,  2  E.  D.  Sir.:  , 

Bellcau  v.  Thompson,  33  Id.  495.  The  3i7;  Merrick  v.  Gordon,  20  N.  V.    • 

subject  of  counter-claim  will  be  found  Tyler  v.  Willis,  33  Barb.  327;  Van  ti'^ 

fully  discussed,  and  the  extent  of  the  Saude  v.    Hall,    13    How.  Pr.  ■^*^'' 

term   defined,   in    Xenia   Branch  of  Weeks  v.  Pryor,  27  Barb.  79. 

State  Bank  of  Ohio  v.  Lee,  2  Bosw.  ^  Gannon  v.  Dougherty,  41  Cal.6«ji; 

694;  see  Lemon  v.  Trull,  13  How.  Pr.  Rice  v.  O'Connor,  10  Abb.  Pr.  SOi 

248,  affirmed  by  Daws  v.  Congdon,  16  'Van  Valcn  v.  Laphani,  5  I*-*^'- 

Id.  57G;  sec  also  Patti.^on  v.  Richards,  689;  S.  C,  13  How.  Pr.240;Cli4i^^" 

22  Barb.  143;  Vasscar  v.  Livingston,  v.  Lewis,  11  Abb.  Pr.  210. 
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debts  must  be  between  the  parties  in  their  own  rights,  and  must 
bo  of  the  same  kind  and  quality,  and  be  clearly  ascertained  or 
liquidated;  they  must  be  certain  and  determined  debts.'  The 
demand  of  a  counter-claim  must  operate  in  whole  or  in  part  to 
defeat  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  in  the  action.'  The 
defendant  may  not  only  defeat  the  plaintiff 's  claim  by  pleading 
a  set-off,  but  may  recover  a  balance  in  excess  of  that  claim.' 

§  33G5.  Equitable  Defenses  and  Set-ofT.— The  defendant 
may  set  up  an  equitable  defense  in  an  action  at  law;  but  if  ho 
relies  on  an  equitable  right  of  action  as  a  defense,  he  must  plead 
the  same  as  fully  as  if  he  were  bringing  an  action  in  equity.* 
Equitable  as  well  as  legal  demands  may  be  set  up  as  counter- 
claims.^ Thus,  a  mistake  in  a  contract,  and  a  claim  to  have  it 
reformed,  may  be  set  up  as  a  counter-claim.*  But  in  cases  of 
an  equitable  nature,  substantially  the  same  limitation  is  applied 
as  was  in  respect  to  filing  cross-bills  in  chancery,  which  were 
allowed  only  as  to  matters  touching  the  matters  in  the  original 
bill.^  A  court  of  equity  will  compel  an  equitable  set-off  when 
parties  have  mutual  demands  against  each  other.*  Equity  will 
not  set  off  the  claim  of  an  individual  creditor  of  one  joint  owner 
of  a  judgment  against  the  judgment;  and  if  the  judgment  be 
partnership  assets,  the  individual  creditor  has  no  claim  to  any 
part  of  it  until  adjustment  of  the  firm  accounts.*  The  set-off 
will  be  allowed  as  between  the  real  parties  in  interest,  regardless 
of  a  nominal  party. ''^ 

§  3366.  Essential  Allegations  must  be  Specially- 
Pleaded. — Under  the  plea  of  general  issue,  evidence  of  a 
counter-claim  is  not  admissible.  It  should  be  specially  pleaded." 
It  is  not  enough  to  allege  in  general  terms  that  the  demand  is  a 
counter-claim.  It  must  be  stated  specifically."  To  entitle  a 
defendant  to  set  off  a  claim  against  a  demand  of  the  plaintiff, 
he  must  set  forth  in  his  answer  the  nature  of  the  claim  which 
he  intends  to  set  off;  and  when  this  was  not  done,  it  was  held 

*  Na^lee  v.  Palmer,  7  Cal.  543;  com-  aod  see  Lemon  v.  Trull,  13  How.  Pr. 

mcnteu  on  in  Duff  v.  Hobbs,  19  Id.  248. 

G4G;  and  approved  in  llobbs  v.  Duff,  ®  Wemple  v.  Stewart,  22  Barb.  154. 

23  Id.  627;  King  v.  Wise,  43  Id.  628.  ^  Bums  v.  Ncvins,  27  Barb.  493. 

2  Nat  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  McKay,  21  *  Russell  v.    Conway,    11  Cal.  93; 

N.  Y.   191 ;    Mattoon    v.  Baker,   24  Hobbs  v.  Duff.  23  Id.  596. 

How.  Pr.  329.  "Collins  v.  Butler,  14  Cal.  227. 

» Ogdcn    V.  Coddington,   2  E.  D.  ^^  Hobbs  v.  Duff.  23  Cal.  596. 

Smith,  317.  "  Hicks  v.  Green,  9  Cal.  75;  Quinn 

*Carpentier  v.    The  City  of  Oak-  v.  Smith,  49  Id.  165;  Reese  v.  Gordon, 

land,  30  Cal.  439;  Bruck  v.  Tucker,  19   Id.    150;    Denealo    v.   Young,   2 

42  Id.  346;   Macaulcy  v.  Fulton,  44  CranchC.  C.  418. 

1(1.  362.  '-  Van  Valen  v.    Lapham,   5  Duer, 

^Currie  v.   Cowles.  6  Bosw.   452:  689. 
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that  the  court  below  properly  rejected  evidence  of   the  claim 
proposed  to  be  set  off.'     The  pleading  must  show  the  existenc. 
of  the  counter-claim  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  il 
it  does  not,  it  is  demurrable.*    It  is  enough  if  the  ans'wer  statt> 
a  cause  of  action  agt^nst  the  plaintiff,  arising  out  of  the  con- 
tract or  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  as  the  foundation 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  ac- 
tion.'    Though  certain  defenses,  by  way  of  set-off,  are  pleaded 
in  the  answer  in  a  very  informal  and  inartificial  manner,  still,  if 
the  facts  showing  that  they  constitute  valid  claims  against  the 
plaintiff  are  sufficiently  stated,  the  defenses  ought  not  to  be' 
stricken  out.*    The  facts  as  to  how  it  arose  out  of  the  transac- 
tion  must  be  stated  in  the  answer.*    A  plea  of  set-off  for  mon*  t 
had  and  received  does  not  permit  a  recovery  of  damages  fi>r 
breach  of  an  express  contract.'    The  nature  of  the  claim  mus:  • 
be  set  forth  ;^   and  if  sufficiently  pleaded,  it  should    not    be 
stricken  out."    It  must  contain  the  substance  necessary  to  sus- 
tain an  action  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff, 
if  the  plaintiff  had  not  sued  the  defendant;'  and  must  be  sej>- 
arately  stated.*"  Although  the  code  (New  York)  does  not  expressly 
require  the  defendant  in  his  answer  to  state  the  relief  he  de- 
mands, he  must  set  forth  whether  he  interposes  a  mere  defense 
or  a  counter-claim."     The  statement  should  be  expressly  as  a 
counter-claim;  for  if  it  is  only  in  the  form  of  a  defense  to  the 
action,  the  defendant  may  lose  the  benefit  of  affirmative  reUef.^' 
In  considering  a  counter-claim  upon  demurrer  to  it  for  aUegc-J 
insufficiency,  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  which  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  averments  in  the  counter-claim,  are  to  be 
taken  as  admitted.^'     New  matter  in  the  answer,  which  does  not 
constitute  a  counter-claim,  is  deemed  controverted." 

§  33G7.  Counter-olaims  Arising  out  of  Contract. — If 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is  for  damages  for  breach  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  defendant  may  interpose  a  counter-claim  for 
damages  for  a  breach  of  the  same  contract  by  plaintiffs."   I>am- 

1  Bernard  v.  Mullot,  1  Cal.  368.  •  Vassear  v.  Livingston,  13  N.  Y. 

»  Gannon  v.  Dougherty,  41  Cal.  661.  248;  affirming  S.  C,  4  Duer,  285. 

»  Allen  V.  HaskiDS,  5  Duer,  332.  ^o  Kinney  v.  MUler,  25  Mo.  576. 

*  See  facts,  Wallace  v.  Bear  River  "  Clough  v.  Murray,  19  Abb.  Pr.  97. 
Water  and  Mining  Co.,  18  Cal.  461.  "Bates  v.  Rosckrans,  23  ilow.  Pr. 

•Brown  v.  Buckingham,  11  Abb.  89;  compare  Burrall  v.  De  Groot,  5 

Pr.  387.  Duer,  379. 

*  Smith  V.  Weed  S.  M.  Co.,  26  Ohio  "  Graham  v.  Dunnigan,  4  Abb.  Pr. 
St.  562.  426. 

'  Bernard  v.  Mullot,  1  Cal.  .368.  "  Gamer  v.  The  Manhattan  Boild- 

*  Wallace  v.  Bear  River  Water  and    ing  Association,  6  Duer,  539. 
Mining  Co.,  18  Cal.  461.  ^^  Dennis  v.  Belt,  30  CaL  247. 
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ap-ea  which  do  not  le<?allv  result  from  the  breach  of  the  contract 
can  not  be  recovered  unless  they  are  specially  claimed  and  set 
forth  in  the  pleading*.  Thus,  damages  sustained  by  vendee  of 
goods  by  reason  of  his  inability  to  comply  with  a  contract  made 
by  him  with  a  third  person,  do  not  legally  result  from  a  breach 
of  the  contract  of  his  vendor  to  deliver  the  goods  to  him;  and 
in  an  action  by  his  vendor  against  him,  can  not  be  recouped  from 
tho  plaintiff's  claim,  unless  such  damages  are  specially  alleged 
and  set  forth  in  an  answer.'  Matters  ex  contractu ^  arising  out 
of  a  different  matter  from  the  one  in  suit,  may  be  proved  by 
way  of  set-off.  So  held,  as  to  damages  arising  from  the  plaint- 
iff's breach  of  a  sealed  contract,  entirely  disconnected  with  the 
note  in  suit,  viz.,  a  covenant  that  logs  floated  down  a  certain 
stream  by  the  plaintiff  should  not  injure  the  defendant's  land.' 
Counter-claims  by  way  of  recoupment  may  be  set  off  against 
the  claim  of  plaintiff,  in  an  action  arising  out  of  a  contract.'  In 
such  a  case,  damages  may  be  pleaded  as  a  set-off,  and  evidence 
adduced  to  prove  the  damages  embraced  in  the  counter-claim  of 
defendant.*  But  they  must  be  specially  claimed,*  or  they  will 
not  be  allowed.'  Unliquidated  damages  may  be  the  subject  of 
offset,  if  arising  upon  contract.^ 

§  3368.  Joint  and  Several  Claims.— To  justify  the  allow- 
ance of  a  set-off  of  joint  debt  due  from  plaintiff  and  another 
against  the  individual  claim  of  plaintiff,  upon  equitable  grounds, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  joint  debtors  owe  a  consid- 
erable amount,  and  that  their  property  is  incumbered  by  judg- 
ments, mortgages,  and  attachments,  without  showing  that  they 
arc  insolvent,  or  that  the  defendants  are  in  danger  of  losing 
their  demand."  A  joint  claim  by  two  persons  can  not  be  pleaded 
as  a  counter-claim  by  one  defendant,  but  he  may  amend,  and 
allege  that  the  whole  interest  therein  had  been  transferred  to 
him.'  Demands  being  joint  and  several  are  not,  strictly  speak- 
ing, due  in  the  same  right;  yet  if  the  legal  and  equitable  liabili- 
ties or  claims  of  many  become  vested  in  or  may  be  urged  against 

^  Cole  V.  Swanston,  1  Cal.  51.  v.  Green,  9  Id.  74;  Stoddard  v.  Tread- 

« Halfpenny    v.    Bell,  82   Pa.  St.  well,  26  Id.  306. 

128,  •  Byxbie  v.  Wood  24  N.  Y.  607. 

» Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26  Cal.  300;  '  Wheclock  v.  Pacific  P.  Gas  Co.,*51 

Vassear  v.  Livingston,  3  Kern.  248;  Cal.   226;   Schubart  v.   Harteau,   34 

Xenia  Branch  of  State  Bank  of  Ohio  Barb.  447;  Mayor  etc.  of  N.  Y.  v. 

V.  Lee,  2  Bosvv.  694;  Gleason  v.  Moen,  Mabie,  13  N.  Y.  151;  Gage  v.  Angell, 

2  Duer,  039;  Spencer  v.  Babcock,  22  8  How.  Pr.  335. 

Barb.  326.  »  Howard  v.  Shores,  20  Cal.  277. 

*  Stoddard   v.    Treadwell,  26  Cal.  •  Stearns  v.  Martin,  4  Cal.  220;  Rus- 

300.  sell  V.  Conway,  11  Id.  101;  Collins  v, 

-A  Cole  V.  Swanston,  1  Cal.  51;  Hicks  Butler,  14  Id.  223. 
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one,  they  may  be  Bet  off  against  separate  demands,  and  r'^ 
versa}  Defendants  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  satisfy  ih 
plaintiff's  demand  may  set  off  a  demand  due  from  the  plaictif 
to  one  of  the  defendants  alone.'  A  surety  can  not  avail  Limsei: 
of  a  right  his  principal  may  have  to  recover  damages  for  a  bieaci 
of  the  principal's  contract.' 

§  3369.  Eleotion  of  Remedy. — ^A  defendant  may  eleo: 
whether  he  will  set  up  a  counter-claim  arising  out  of  a  contnr  t 
not  connected  with  the  contract  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action  i3  based,  or  whether  he  will  bring  a  separate  action: 
but  as  to  a  counter-claim  arising  out  of  the  transaction  set  out  b 
the  complaint  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  con- 
nected with  the  subject  of  the  plaintiff  *s  cause  of  action,  if  he 
omit  to  set  it  up,  neither  he  nor  his  assignee  can  afterwards 
maintain  an  action  thereon.^  An  omission  to  assert  a  cross- 
claim,  when  a  demand  is  presented  for  payment,  does  not  in- 
volve a  waiver  of  a  counter-claim ;  nor  is  a  failure  to  discharre 
an  unfaithful  servant,  before  his  term  of  service  has  expired,  a 
release  of  damages  arising  from  his  neglect.* 

§  3370.  Cross-oomplaint. — Where  the  answer  set  up  a  set- 
off and  counter-claim,  and  prayed  for  a  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due,  it  is  not  a  cross- 
complaint,  and  therefore  does  not  require  to  be  answered  hv  the 
plain  tiff."  A  cross-bill  being  an  auxiliary  bill,  simply,  must  be 
a  bill  touching  matters  in  question  in  the  original  bill.^  In  the 
United  States  courts,  the  filing  of  a  cross-bill  on  a  petition, 
without  the  leave  of  the  court,  is  an  irregularity,  and  such 
cross-bill  may  be  properly  set  aside." 

iRnssell  v.  Conway,  11  Cal.  101.  *Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  see.  439. 

» Sledge  V.  Swift,  63  Ala.  1 10;  biifc  » Stoddard  v.    TreadweU,  26  CaL 

see  Harris  v.  Rivers,  53  Md.   21C;  300. 

Curtis  V.  Spragiie,  41  Cal.  59;  King  « Herold  v.   Smith,    34    Cal.  l^; 

V.  Wise,  43  Id.  628.  Jones  v.  Jones,  38  Id.  584. 

» Gillespie  v.    Torrance,  25  N.  Y.  » Cross  v.  De  Valle,  1  WalL  5. 

300;  Lafarge  v.  Halsey,  4  Abb.  Pr.  *Brons6n  v.  La  Crosse  etc  K.  Ki 

397.  Co.,  2  Wall.  283. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

SEVERAL    DEFENSES., 

§  3371.    Demurrer  and  Answer. 

F(yrm  No.  764. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  demurs  [or  the  defendants,  naming  them,  if 
only  a  part  of  them  join,  demur]  to  the  first  [or  other]  cause  of 
action  stated  in  the  complaint,  on  the  following  grounds* 

I.    [State  the  grounds.] 

n.  And  for  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  the  de- 
fendant alleges: 

That,  etc. 

§  3372.  Demurrer  and  AnsT^er. — The  defendant  may  de- 
mur to  the  whole  complaint,  or  to  one  or  more  of  several  causes 
of  action  stated  therein,  and  answer  the  residue,  or  may  demur 
and  answer  at  the  same  time.*  This,  however,  does  not  justify 
the  mixing  of  law  and  fact  in  the  same  answer.'  But  he  can 
not  demur  to  part  of  an  entire  cause  of  action,  and  answer  the 
residue;  nor  can  he,  in  New  York,  demur  and  answer  at  the 
same  time  to  the  same  cause  of  action.'  This  is  similar  to  the 
rule  in  chancery.*  A  demurrer  to  a  part  of  a  bill,  followed  by 
an  answer  as  to  the  rest,  is  not  deemed  overruled  or  withdrawn.* 

§  3373.  Objections,  ho'W  Taken.— Defects  which  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  complaint  must  be  objected  to  by  demurrer, 
or  they  are  waived,  and  can  not  be  objected  to  by  answer;  so 
with  a  defect  of  parties.'  And  the  same  cause  of  action  can  not 
be  demurred  to  and  answered  at  the  same  time,'  as  the  answer 
overrules  the  demurrer.®  But  in  California  he  may  both  answer 
and  demur  at  the  same  time  to  each  several  cause  of  action.' 
Nor  will  the  court  allow  a  party  to  withdraw  his  answer  and 
demur.  ^°     But  the  defendant  may  demur  to  one  count  and 

*Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  431;  People  M.  23.    When  the  objection  must  bo 

V.  McCIellan,  31  Cal.  101.  taken  by  demurrer,  when  by  answer, 

^Brooks  V.  Douglass,  32  Cal.  208.  see  Brainard  v.  Jones,  11  How.  Pr. 

'Ingraham  v.   Baldwin,  12  Barb.  569. 

10;    Struver  v.  Ocean  Ins.    Ck).,  16  « Zabriskie  v.  Smith,  13  N.  Y.  322. 

How.  Pr.  422;  Munn  v.  Barnum,  12  '  Slocum  v.  Wheeler,  4  How.   Pr. 

Id.  563;  1  Abb.  Pr.  281,  373;   Spellman  v.  Weider,    5  Id.  5; 

*  Clarke  v.   Phelps,  6  Johns.   Ch.  Munn  v.  Barnum,  1  Abb.  Pr.  281. 
214;   Bruen  v.   Brucn,   4  Kdw.   640;  ^Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11   Paige,  650; 
Kouzer  V.  De  Meyer,  2  Paige  Ch.  574;  Spofford  v.  Manning,  6  Id.  383. 
Jarvis  v.  Palmer,  11  Id.  650;  Spoflford  »  People  v.  McCIellan,  31  Cal.  101; 
V.  Manning,  0  Id.  .383.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  431. 

*  Picrpont  v.  Fowle,  2  Woodb.  &  "  Finch  v.  Pindon,  19  Abb.  Pr.  96. 
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answer  to  the  other.*  An  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  can  be  taken  at  any  time.'  It  is  an 
established  and  universal  rule  of  pleading  in  chancery,  that  l 
defendant  may  meet  a  complainant's  bill  by  several  modes  of 
defense — ^he  may  demur,  answer,  and  plead  to  different  parts  cf 
the  bill;  so  that  if  a  bill  for  discovery  and  relief  contain  proper 
matter  for  the  one  and  not  for  the  other,  the  defendant  shod  1 
answer  the  proper,  and  demur  to  the  improper,  matter;  and  if 
he  demur  to  the  whole,  the  demurrer  will  be  overruled.' 

§  3374.  What  AnsT^er  Waives. — An  answer  and  demum  r 
may  be  interposed  at  the  same  time.  But  filing  an  answer  is  a 
waiver  of  the  demurrer  previously  interposed;*  and  of  irregu- 
larities previously  set  up  in  demurrer.*  It  is  also  a  waiver  vl 
alleged  error  as  to  change  of  parties  by  substituting  one  defend- 
ant for  another  without  notice."  An  answer  can  not  properly 
set  up  an  objection  which  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint where  a  demurrer  upon  that  ground  had  been  ovemile<l.' 
But  objections  which  are  subjects  of  demurrer,  but  do  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  may  be  taken  by  answer/ 
An  equitable  defense  to  an  action  at  law  for  money  bad  and  re- 
ceived must  be  pleaded.' 

§  3375.    Several  Defenses  and  a  Counter-olaim. 

Form  No.  765, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

First.  To  the  first  cause  of  action : 

I.  That  ho  denies  each  and  every  allegation  in  the  first  pars- 
graph  thereof. 

II.  That  as  to  the  second  paragraph  thereof  he  has  no 
knowledge,  information,  or  belief,  sufficient  to  enable  him  to 
answer  the  same  or  any  allegation  thereof,  and  he  therefore  de 
nies  each  and  every  allegation  therein  contained. 

Second.  To  the  second  cause  of  action  he  answers: 
That  the  note  mentioned  therein  is  not  his  note. 
Third.  To  the  third  cause  of  action  he  answers,  and  avers; 
1.  For  a  first  defense : 

'  Ingraliam  v.  Baldwin,  12  Barb.  9.  Kreutz,  20  Id.  109;  Hodgson  v.  M»- 

^  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  434.  rine  Ins.  Co.,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  r^Jt; 

'  Iliginbotham  v.  Burnet,  5  Johns.  Irwin  v.  Henderson,  2  Id.  107. 

Ch.  180;    Le  Guen    v.  Gouvereur,  I  •    *  Bell  v.  ItailroadCo.,  4  Wall.  :«9S. 

Johns.  Cas.  433;  Livingston  v.  Story,  *  Smith  v.  Curtis,  7  Cal.  oS4. 

0  Pet.  C32.  7  Tcnnant  v.    Plister.  4o  Cal.  27- 

*  Do  Boom  V.  Priestly,  1  Cal.  206;  »  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  43a 

Pierce  v.  Minturn,  Id.  470;  Brooks  *  Marks  v.  Sayward,  50  CaL  5S. 
V.    Minturn,    Id.     481;    Bibend    v. 
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1.  That  it  was  a  part  of  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaiiit  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  sell  goods  for  any  other 
person  than  the  defendant. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff,  during  the  period  of  his  service  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint,  sold  sundry  goods  for  one  B.  S. ,  and 
for  other  persons  whose  names  are  unknown  to  the  defendant, 
without  the  defendant's  consent. 

2.  For  a  second  defense : 

That  he  has  fully  paid  the  plaintiff  for  hi&- services. 

Fourth.  For  a  counter-claim: 

I.  That  between  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  the 

day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff  received  from  D.  A. 

dollars,  for  the  use  of  the  defendant. 

n.  That  he  has  not  paid  the  same. 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  for    

dollars,  with  interest  from  the day  of ,  18 . . 

§  3376.  Cross-oomplaint  and  Ck)unter-clalin. — A  cross- 
complaint  bears  a  close  resemblance  to  a  counter-claim.  The 
distinction  is  subtile,  but  is  none  the  less  definite..  The  cross- 
complaint  brings  in  more  comprehensive  matter  than  a  counter- 
claim, and  includes  any  just  cause  of  action  as  a  set-off  to  the 
plea  of  plaintiff.  When  the  answer  contains  a  cross-complaint, 
a  reply  is  necessary,  in  default  of  which  all  matters  alleged  in 
the  cross-complaint  will  be  taken  as  confessed.  Such  replica- 
tion is  not  necessary  to  a  counter-claim.^  A  cross-complaint 
must  in  itself  state  all  the  requisite  facts  to  entitle  the  defend- 
ant to  affirmative  relief,  and  defects  in  it  can  not  be  cured  by 
averments  of  any  of  the  other  pleadings  in  the  action.'  The 
same  requisites  are  essential  in  a  counter-claim.' 

§  3377.    Several  Defenses— Another  Form. 

Form  No.  766. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  [or  defendants- severally,. -each- for"  himself] 
answers  to  the  complaint: 
First.  For  a  first  defense: 

I.  As  to  the  first  cause  of  action-set  fortb-  in  the-K^omplaint, 
that  no  allegation  thereof  is  true. 

II.  That  on,  etc.  [set  out  defense]. 

Second.  For  a  defense  to  the  second  cause  of  action  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  the  defendant  alleges  [set  forth  defense]. 
Third.  For  a  third  defense: 

1  Herold  v.  Smith,  34  Cal.  122.         «  KreichbaDtn  v.  Melton,  49  Cal.  50. 

s  Quinn  v.  Smith,  49  Cal.  ICd. 

EflTXK,  TOL.  11-^ 
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And  by  way  of  counter-claim  [or  set-off  or  cross-complaint]  to 
the  [first]  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint^  the  defend- 
ant alleges  [set  forth  a  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff]. 

§  3378.  Ck)ininenceinent  and  Ck)nolusioii. — It  is  propei 
that  each  defense  should  indicate  distinctly,  by  fit  and  appro- 
priate words,  where  it  commences  and  where  it  concludes.' 
But  no  formal  commencement  or  conclusion  is  prescribed.' 
The  title  of  a  cause  is  not  part  of  a  plea.' 

§  3379.  Each  Defense  must  be  Complete. — One  defense 
can  not  refer  to  another  in  the  same  answer  for  support.*  But 
it  was  held  in  Rice  v.  O'Connor,  10  Abb.  Pr.  362,  that  sev- 
eral defenses  in  one  statement  is  not  bad  on  demurrer.  UpoD  a 
demurrer  to  a  distinct  defense,  stated  separately  in  an  answer, 
no  resort  can  be  had  to  other  portions  of  the  answer  to  sustain 
such  defense;  for  each  defense  must  be  complete  in  itself.' 
One  separate  defense,  if  defective  in  any  material  aTerment,  can 
not  be  aided  by  the  ayerments  of  another  separate  defense.^ 
When  the  complaint  contains  more  than  one  cause  of  action, 
the  answer  should  indicate  to  which  cause  of  action  each  defense 
is  interposed.^  If  the  substance  of  the  defense  clearly  shows  io 
which  cause  of  action  it  is  addressed,  it  is  sufficient  on  demurrer.* 
If  one  of  several  pleas  of  a  defendant  going  to  the  whole  caa>e 
of  action  is  sustained,  it  bars  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  notwitli- 
standing  some  other  issues  may  be  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiH.' 

§  3380.  Joint  Answer. — A  joint  answer  to  a  bill  in  chanceiy, 
if  sworn  to  by  all  the  parties,  is  sufficient;  a  joint  and  sevenJ 
form  is  not  indispensable."  "Where  a  joint  answer  of  several  de- 
fendants denies  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  which  the  plaintif 
must  prove  to  establish  his  cause  of  action  against  some  of  the 
defendants,  but  which  he  need  not  prove  to  entitle  him  to  recorer 
against  the  others,  the  answer  raises  material  issue  for  the  de- 
fendants as  to  whom  the  plaintiff  must  prove  such  allegation.'^ 

^Lippencott  v.  Goodwin,  8  How.  'Kneodlerv.  Sternbergh,  10  Eow. 

Pr.  242;  Benedict  v.  Seymour,  6  Id.  Pr.  67. 

298.  8  Willis  V.   Taggard,   6  How.  Pr. 

*  Bridge  v.  Payson,  6  Sandf.  210.  433. 

'  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Ott,  2  Cranch        •Curtis  v.    Jones,   1    How.  A  pp. 

C.  C.  5-29.  Caa.    137.     What   judgment  8ho::!l 

*  Xenia  Branch  Bank  v.  Lee,  2  Bosw.  be  rendered  when  one  of  two  pleas  » 
694;  S.  C,  7  Abb.  Pr.  372;  Spencer  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other 
V.  Btibcock,  22  Barb.  326.  for    the    defendant,    see    Dorsey  t. 

*  Sitcr  V.  Jewett,  33  Cal.  92;  Xenia  Chenault,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  316;  KeiT 
Branch  Bank  v.  Lee,  7  Abb.  Pr.  372;  v.  Force,  3  Id.  8. 

Looscy  V.  Orser,  10  Id.  246;  4  Bosw.  "  Davis  v.  Davidson,    4   McLcon, 

391;  Jackson  v.  Van  Slyke,  44  Barb.  136. 

116,  note.  "  Bank  of  Cooperstown  v.  Oorlie, 

«  Catlin  V.  Pedrick,  17  Wis.  88.  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  412. 
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Wliere  a  plea  states  that  the  defendants  come  and  defend,  etc., 
it  will  be  construed  that  all  defendants  are  joined.' 

§  3381.  Must  be  Consistent. — Several  defenses  may  be  set 
up  in  an  answer;  *  but  generally,  if  they  are  contradictory,  it  is 
bad.'  A  sworn  answer  must  be  consistent,  and  not  deny  in  one 
sentence  what  it  admits  in  another  sentence.^  Several  defenses, 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  may,  under  proper  circumstances, 
be  set  up  in  a  verified  answer.*  But  where  an  answer  is  sus- 
ceptible of  being  construed  to  contain  either  of  two  defenses, 
one  of  payment  and  the  other  of  counter-claim,  it  should  be 
construed  as  setting  up  only  the  defense  of  payment  and  requu*- 
ing  no  reply.*  The  inconsistent  defenses  which  are  allowed  to 
be  pleaded  in  a  verified  answer  are  not  such  as  require  in  their 
statement  a  direct  contradiction  of  any  fact  elsewhere  directly 
averred.  They  are  those  in  which  the  inconsistency  arises 
rather  by  implication  of  law,  being  in  the  nature  of  pleas  of 
confession  and  avoidance,  as  contradistinguished  from  denials 
where  the  party  impliedly  or  hypothetically  admits,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  that  particular  defense,  a  fact  which  he  notwithstand- 
ing insists  does  not  in  truth  exist.^  If  no  objection  be  taken  to 
an  answer,  by  a  motion  to  strike  out,  or  by  demurrer,  which 
sets  up  inconsistent  defenses,  defendant  may,  on  the  trial,  rely 
on  any  one  of  such  defenses.'  If  a  defendant,  in  his  answer, 
admits  a  material  allegation  of  the  complaint,  he  can  not  after- 
wards contest  it." 

§  3382.  Prayer  in  Answer. — ^In  an  action  to  recover  per- 
sonal property,  or  to  obtain  the  value  of  the  property  on  judg- 
ment of  dismissal  against  the  plaintiff  for  failure  to  appear,  the 
answer  must  contain  some  allegation  or  prayer  relative  to  the 
changeof  possession  from  defendant  to  plaintiff.  ^®  A  formal  prayer 
is  not  necessary  in  an  answer,  when  no  counter-claim  is  set  up.** 

§  3383.  Separate  Answer. — ^In  actions  against  several  de- 
fendants, each  may  answer  separately."    But  dilatory  defenses 

'  Kerr  v.  Swallow,  33  111.  379.  see  HoUenbeck  v.  Clow,  6  How.  Pr. 

aCal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  441.  289;  Lansingh  v.  Parker,  9  Id.  288; 

»  Bell  V.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671;  Hop-  Stiles  v.  Comstock,  Id.  48. 

per  V.  Hopper,  11  Paige  Ch.  46.  '  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

*Kuhlandv.Sedgwick,  17Cal.  123;  » Klink    v.   Cohen,    13    Cal.    623; 

Hensley  v.  Tartar,  14  Id.  508;  Rob-  Uridias  v.  Morrell,  25  Id.  35. 

inson  v.  Stewart,  10  N.  Y.  189;  Storer  •  Howard  v.  Throckmorton,  48  Cal. 

V.  Coe,  2  Bosw.  662;  Manice  v.  N.  Y.  482;  see  also  Spanagel  v.  Reay,  47  Id. 

Dry  Dock  Co.,  3  Edw.  Ch.  146;  Wil-  608. 

let  V.  Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.,  2  Bosw.  *° Gould  v.  Scannell,  13  Cal.  430. 

C78.  "  Bendit    v.    Annealey,    42    Barb. 

5  Bell  V.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671.  192. 

«  Burke  v.   Thome,  44  Barb.  363.  "  2  Saund.  PI.  &  Ev.  18.  J  9. 
As  to  inconsistencies  in  the  answer, 
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must  be  common  to   all.^     Against   several   executors,  those 
served  first,  or  who  appear  first,  may  answer  for  estate.* 

§  3384.  Several  Defenses. — The  defendant  may  set  forth 
by  answer  as  many  defenses  and  counter-claims  as  he  may  hare. 
They  shall  each  be  separately  stated,  and  the  several  defenses 
shall  refer  to  the  causes  of  action  which  they  are  intended  to 
answer,  in  a  manner  by  which  they  may  be  intelligibly  dis- 
tinguished.' Separate  allegations  of  matters  in  avoidance  are 
admissible  in  connection  with  the  general  denial.^  Several 
demands  against  the  plaintiff,  which  are  available  to  the  defend- 
ant as  a  set-off,  may  be  pleaded  in  one  defense,  each  being 
separately  described.'  It  would  seem  to  be  otherwise  of 
counter-claims. 

^  Hurley  v.  Second  Bldg.  Assn.,  15  Pr.  55;  Blackie  v.  Neilaon,  6  Duer, 

Abb.  Pr.  206.  note.  683. 

2  Salters  v.  Pniyn,  15  Abb.  Pr.  224.  *  Kellogg  v.    Baker,   15  Abb.  Pr. 

»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  441;  N.  Y.  286. 

Code,  ed.  1877,  sec.  507;  Bennett  v.  ^Banney  v.  Smith,  6  How.  Pr.  420L 
Deroy,  14  How.  Pr.  178;  8.  C,  5  Abb. 


FORMS  OF  ANSWERS. 


SUBDIYISIOl^  FIEST. 

IN  ACTIONS  FOR  DEBT. 


CHAPTER  I. 

ANSWERS  ON  ACCOUNTS. 


§  3385.    Plea  of  an  Account. 

Form  No,  767. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  tbo  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  after  the  said  dealings  in  said  complaint  named,  and 

before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the 

day  of ,18.#,  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  came  to  a 

mutual  accounting  touching  the  several  matters  and  things  in 
said  complaint  mentioned. 

II.  That  on  the  said  accounting,  there  was  found  due  from 
the  said  A.  B.  to  the  said  CD dollars,  as  a  final  bal- 
ance upon  said  mutual  dealing  and  matters  between  the  said 
A.  B.  and  C.  D. 

III.  And  the  sai^  C.  D.  avers  that  the  said  stated  account  is 
just  and  true. 

Wherefore  he  claims  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  said 

sum  of dollars,  and  interest  from  said day  of 

,  18 . . ,  and  costs. 

§  3386.  Advances. — In  an  action  by  a  commission  merchant 
to  recover  balance  of  an  account,  principally  for  advances,  de- 
fendant set  up  an  agreement  not  to  sell  the  goods  consigned 
below  a  certain  price,  and  a  violation  by  the  plaintiff  of  such 
agreement,  by  which  defendant  was  damaged  for  a  greater 
amount  than  the  sum  sued  for;  the  plea  was  insufficient  for  not 
stating  when  the  agreement  was  madc.^ 

>  Grimes  v.  Keesc,  30  Ga.  330. 
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§  3387.  Adjustment  and  Settlement. — ^Adjustment  and 
settlement  of  an  account  must  be  specially  averred.^  It  is  not 
proper  to  frame  an  answer,  as  responsive  to  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars.' 

§  3388.  Denial  of  Mistakes  or  Errors.— That  there  are  no 
such  mistakes  and  errors  in  the  stating  of  the  said  account,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintiff  hath  in  his  said  petition 
allegedj  is  sufficient.  On  surcharging  and  falsifying  an  account 
stated,  the  mistake  or  error  should  be  distinctly  charged.'  The 
items  of  an  account  stated  which  are  overcharged  must  be 
specially  pleaded.*  The  proper  mode  of  raising  an  objection  to 
the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  by  answer.' 

§  3389.    Denial  of  Mutual  Dealings. 

Form  No,  768. 

That  there  are  no  such  mutual  dealings  and  account  between 
the  said  plaintiif  and  defendant,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
X^laintiff  hath  in  his  said  petition  alleged.' 

§  3390.  On  Information  and  Belief.— When  the  action  is 
upon  an  account,  and  defendant  in  his  answer  avers,  in  the  form 
of  reasons  for  refusing  payment  when  the  account  was  presented 
to  him  before  suit,  that  the  principal  portion  was  composed  of 
items  for  printing  done  for  clients,  for  which  he  never  became 
personally  bound,  and  that  the  portion  for  which  he  was  per- 
sonally liable  "has,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  behef," 
been  paid  and  satisfied,  and  therefore  he  pleads  payment  of  the 
same,  it  was  held  that  this  is  in  substance  a  denial  of  indebted- 
ness for  a  portion  of  the  account,  and  a  plea  of  payment  for  the 
balance;  and  that  it  is  in  effect  an  admission  as  to  that  balance 
of  an  original  liability,  and  throws  the  burden  of  establishing 
payment  upon  the  defendant.^ 

§  3391.  Partnership  Account. — A  denial  by  one  of  the 
defendants  in  suit  on  a  partnership  account,  stating  that  *'he 
never  was  a  copartner,"  is  sufficient  to  form  an  issue." 

§  3392.  Several  Defenses.— In  an  action  to  recoyer  many 
items  of  demand,  defendant  may  plead  one  defense  to  some  of 
the  items,  and  another  defense  to  others.* 

^  Parker  v.  Lowell,  1 1  Gray,  353.  '  By  mutual  accomit  is  meant  the 

'  Scovell  y.  Howell,  2  Code  R.  33;  mutual  receipt,  one  from  the  other, 

KreisB  v.  Seligman,  8  Barb.  439.  of  something  of    value    other   than 

'  Stoughton  V.  Lynch,  2  Johns.  Ch.  money.     The  payment  of  money  does 

209;  Leaycraft  v.  Dempsey,  15  Wend,  not,   in   general,   make    an    account 

83.     See  also  Warner  v.  Myrick,   16  mutual. 

Minn.  91;  Costin  v.  Baxter,  6  Ired.  'Caulfield  v.  Sanders,  17  Cal.  569. 

192.  8  Corninc  v.  Haicht,  1  Code  R,  Ti 

» Terry  v.  Sickles,  13  Cal.  427.  •  Longworthy  v.  Knapp,  4  Abb.  Pr. 

*  Moran  v.  Anderson,  1  Abb.  Pr.  288.  1 15. 
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§  3393.  statute  of  limitations. — To  suit  on  an  account, 
defendant  averred  that  each  and  every  item  of  said  account  prior 
to  the  tenth  day  of  March,  1859,  is  barred  by  time;  and  he 
pleads  and  relies  upon  the  statute  of  the  state  of  California, 
entitled  "An  act  defining  the  time  of  commencing  civil  actions," 
approved  April  22,  1850,  in  bar  of  any  recovery  in  said  action: 
it  was  held  that  this  plea  is  fatally  defective,  because  an  aver- 
ment of  a  conclusion  of  law;  that  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations must  aver  the  facts  which  bring  the  demand  within  the 
operation  of  the  statute,  as  that  the  alleged  cause  of  action  has 
not  accrued  within  certain  designated  years  previous  to  filing 
the  complaint.*  When  the  account  is  not  a  mutual  one,  the 
statute  of  limitations  bars  each  item  of  the  same,  two  years  after 
its  delivery.*  To  suit  on  an  account,  the  plea  must  aver  the 
facts  which  briug  the  demand  within  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute.' A  defendant  who  claims  the  benefit  of  an  act  for  the  lim- 
itation of  actions,  which  applies  only  to  a  particular  class  of 
cases,  must  plead  it  specially.^  This  defense  should  point  to 
the  time  of  filing  the  original  complaint,  and  not  an  amended 
complaint.*  The  words  **  preceding  the  commencement  of  this 
action"  are  equivalent  to  the  words  **  preceding  the  filing  of  the 
complaint."  •• 


CHAPTER  XL 

ANSWERS   ON   AWARDS. 

§  3394.    Invalidity  of  an  Award. 

Form  No.  769. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaint, the  arbitrators  were  to  hear  the  evidence  and  arguments 
of  both  parties  at  meetings  called  upon  notice  to  both,  but  that 
they  refused  to  hear  the  evidence  offered  by  defendant,  and 
failed  and  refused  to  give  defendant  notice  of  the  said  meet- 
ings, or  any  of  them. 

^Caulfield  v.  Sanders,  17  Cal.  569.        *Lorenzana  v.  Camarillo,  45  Cal. 

*  Adams  v.  Patterson,  35  Cal.  122.       128. 

'  Caulfield  v.  Sanders,  17  Cal.  569;  «  Adams  v.  Patterson,  35  Cal.  122. 

Lick  V.  Diaz,  30  Id.  65;  and  not  state  For  statutory  form  of  pleading  the 

matters  of  law:  Boyd  v.  Blankman,  statute  of  limitations,  see  Cal.   Code- 

29  Id.  20.  C.  P.,  sec.  458. 

*  HowcU  V.  Rogers,  47  Cal.  293. 
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Wherefore,  etc.  [judgment  may  be  demanded,  setting  aside 
the  award,  if  desired].* 
§  3395.    Denial  of  Award. 

Form  No,  770. 

That  the  said  arbitrators  [or  umpire]  did  not  make  and  pub- 
lish any  award  [or  the  award  alleged  in  tha  complaint].  [If  the 
defendant  relies  upon  an  irregularity  in  the  award,  of  an  excesb 
of  power  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators,  it  is  better  to  all^e  the 
act  expressly.] 

§  3396.    Denial  of  Parol  Submission. 

Foi-m  No.  77 1. 
That  he  did  not  agree  or  promise  as  alleged.* 

§  3397.    Denial  of  Performance  by  Plaintiff. 

Form  No.  772. 
That  the  defendant  did  not  perform  the  award  upon  bis  part, 
but  on  the  contrary  omitted  to  [set  forth  his  omission]^ 
§  3398.    Denial  of  Revocation  by  Defendant. 

Form  No.  77S. 
That  he  did  not  revoke  the  powers  of  the  arbitrators,  as 
alleged  in  the  said  complaint. 

§  3399.    Performance  by  Defendant. 

Form  No.  774. 
That  the  defendant  duly  performed  the  award  on  his  part, 
and  upon  the day  of ,  18 . .  [state  what  was  done]. 


CHAPTER   m. 

ANSWER  ON  EXPRESS  PROMISES. 

§  3400.    Denial  of  Promise. 

Form  No,  775. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  he   promised  or  agreed   as   alleged  in  the  said  com- 
plaint, or  that  he  made  any  agreement  in  respect  to  the  matters 
stated  in  the  complaint. 

^  For  variotiB  points  and  authorities  t.  Perry,  14  Ind.  32;  Gihon  v.  Levy, 

upon  the  subject  of  awards,  see  wntty  2  Ducr,  176. 

vol.  1,  p.  308  et  sea.     The  defense  of        *  It  was  held  at  common  law  that 

an  award  can  not  be  shown  under  a  where  a  party  desires  to  question  the 

general    denial.     It    is    new   matter  legal  effect  of  a  submission  or  airarJ. 

which    must   be    specially    pleaded:  he  must  set  it  out  and  demur:  Fiill^ 

Brazill  v.  Isham,  12  N.  Y.  9;  Brown  v.  Cooper,  19  Wend.  285. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

ANSWER  FOR  GOODS  SOLD  AND  DELIVERED. 

§  3401.    Ck)ntrovertlng  Plaintiff's  Title. 

Form  No.  776, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  no  part  of  the  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  in  the 
complaint  mentioned  was  the  propei*ty  of  plaintiff  when  sold 
to  defendant;  but  the  same  then  was  the  property  of  one  A.  B., 
and  who  alone,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  sold  the  same  to  this  de- 
fendant. 

§  8402.  The  Same  —  Reducing  Value,  and  Pleading 
Payment. 

Form  No,  777, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff dollars  only, 

and  no  other  or  greater  sum. 

II.  That  he  has  paid  the  said  sum  to  the  plaintiff. 

§  3403.  Ck)nclusion  of  La^w. — If  the  complaint  avers  the 
sale  and  delivery  to  defendant  of  goods,  and  the  value  of  the 
same,  an  answer  which  denies  the  indebtedness,  but  does  not 
deny  the  facts,  the  sale  and  delivery,  and  amount  of  goods, 
does  not  raise  an  issue,  as  it  only  denies  the  legal  conclusion 
resulting  from  the  facts.* 

§  3404.  Conjunctive  Denials. — Where  the  complaint  veri- 
fied avers  that  defendant  is  indebted  to  plaintiff  for  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered,  in  the  sum  of  eight 
hundred  and  twenty-eight  dollars  and  sixteen  cents,  and  the 
answer  denies  that  the  defendant  is  indebted  in  the  sum  of 
eight  hundred  and  twenty-eight  dollars  and  sixteen  cents,  the 
denial  is  insufficient.' 

§  3405.  Statute  of  Iiimitations. — When  the  complaint 
states  a  cause  of  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  a 
bin  of  items  is  annexed  to  the  same  as  an  exhibit,  with  the 
date  of  each  item,  an  answer  which  refers  to  the  exhibit  and 
avers  that  the  last  item  only  is  within  two  years  previous  to 

1  Lightucr  V.  Menzell,  35  Cal.  452;  St.   TeL   Co.  v.    Patterson,   1   Nev. 

Curt'S  V.  Richards,  9  Id.  33;  Wells  151. 

V.  Mcl'ikc,  lil  lil.  215;  Edson  v.  Dil-  "Higgins  v.  Wortcll,   18  Cal.  .".'W; 

laj'o,    8   IJow.    Pr.   273;  Flamnier  v.  Woodworth  v.  Knowltoii,  22  Id.  IG-t; 

KlintN  0  Id.  210;  Drake  v.  Cockroft,  DoU  v.  Good,  38  Id.  287. 
10  Id.  377;  8.  C.  1  Abb.  Pr.  203;  Cal. 
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the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  that,  except  as  to  the 
last  item,  **  no  action  has  accrued  to  said  plaintiff  bj  reason 
of  the  matter  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  said  complaint  at 
any  time  within  two  years  next  preceding  the  commencement  of 
this  action, V  is  a  good  answer  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  to 
all  the  items  except  the  last.^ 

§  3406.  Aooord  and  Satisfaction. — ^To  a  declaration  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  claiming  one  hundred  and  twenty 
pounds,  the  defendant  pleaded:  1.  Never  indebted;  2.  "And 
for  a  further  plea,''  that  after,  the  commencement  of  the  snit, 
and  after  the  last  pleading,  it  was  agreed  that  the  plaintiff 
should  accept  from  the  defendant  sixty  pounds,  in  settlement  of 
the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  action;  and  the  defend- 
ant paid,  and  plaintiff  accepted,  sixty  pounds  in  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  said  debt.  On  demurrer  to  the  second  plea  it  was 
held  that  the  plea,  being  pleaded  generally,  must  be  taken  to  be 
pleaded  to  the  whole  cause  of  action;  and  as  it  alleged  the  pay- 
ment after  action  brought  to  have  been  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  only,  it  was  bad  for  leaving  unanswered  any  damages  to 
which  the  plaintiff  might  be  entitled.' 

§  3407.  The  Same— Agreement  to  Take  Note  in  Part 
Payment. 

Form  No.  778. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  said  goods  were  sold  and  delivered  to  said  defendant 
by  said  plaintiff  on  an  express  agreement,  by  and  between  them, 
that  said  plaii^tiff  should  accept  in  payment  therefor  a  promis- 
sory note  for  the  sum  of dollars,  drawn  by  this  defend- 
ant, and  dated  on  the day  of ,  18. .  [with  an 

approved  inc^orser]. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  before  this 

action,  the  defendant  tendered  t(>  the  plaintiff  such  a  note  as 
above  described,  indorsed  by  one  C.  D.,  who  was  then  and  still 

is in  good  credit  and  ability,  and  an  approved  indorser, 

and  is  still  read-^'  and  willing  to  deliver  the  same. 

III.  That  th«..  defendant  refused  to  receive  the  same. 

§  3408.  Credit  not  Expired. — In  an  action  for  goods  sold, 
an  answer  admitting  the  purchase  of  the  goods,  but  averring 
that  they  were  purchased  on  a  credit  not  expired,  is  not  a  state- 
ment of  new  matter  constituting  a  defense,  but  merely  a  special 
denial  of  the  plaintiffs'  allegation  "  that  defendant  is  now  in- 

^  Adams  v.  Patterson,  35  Cal.  122.       >  Aah  v.  Pouppeville,  L.  R. ,  3  Q.  &,  86. 


§  3411.       ANSWER  FOR  GOODS  SOLD  AND  DELIVERED.  655 

debted  to  the  plaintifTs,"  a  denial  of  the  contract  set  up  by  the 
plaintiffs.* 

§  3409.  Sufficient  Answer. — The  complaint  stated  a  cause 
of  action  for  goods  sold,  and  in  addition,  with  a  view  to  meet 
a  probable  defense  of  payment  based  upon  the  giving  of  certain 
notes  by  defendant  and  a  receipt  in  full  by  plaintiff,  stated  the 
making  of  the  notes  and  receipt,  and  alleged  facts  attending  the 
transaction,  which,  if  true,  avoided  its  effect  as  payment,  by 
reason  of  fraud  and  misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  defendant. 
The  answer  admitted  the  original  demand,  and  averred  payment 
by  the  notes  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  but  did  not  deny  in 
j)roper  form  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  respecting  the  fraud 
of  defendant  in  the  transaction.  The  case  was  submitted  on  the 
pleadings,  and  plaintiff  had  judgment.  It  was  held  that  the 
judgment  was  erroneous;  that  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
in  reference  to  the  transaction  claimed  to  operate  as  payment 
were  not  material  allegations  requiring  a  denial,  and  were  not 
therefore  admitted  by  the  failure  of  defendant  to  deny  them.' 

§  3410.  The  Same — Articles  Furnished  Defendant's 
Wife  not  Necessary. 

Form  No.  779. 
[Title.] 

The  defeiidant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  articles  mentioned  therein  were  not  furnished  to 
bis  said  [wife  or  child]  with  his  consent. 

II.  That  the  same  were  not  necessary  for  his  [wife  or  child]. 
§  3411.     When  not  Liable. — A  wife  who  without  cause,  and 

against  her  husband's  will,  refuses  to  live  with  him  can  not 
bind  him  for  necessaries  to  a  third  party  who  knows  that  she  is 
not  living  with  her  husband,  and  who  sells  to  her  without  fur- 
ther inquiry.* 

>  Gilbert  v.  Cium,  12  How.  Pr.  455.         •  Canfield  v.  Tobias,  21  Cal.  349. 

»  Brown  v.  Mudgett,  40  Vt.  68.- 
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CHAPTER  V. 

ANSWER   ON   GUARANTY. 

§  3412.    General  Form. 

Form  No.  780. 
[Title.] 

A.  B.  and  C.  D. ,  two  of  the  defendants  in  the  above-entitle] 
action,  separately  answering  the  complaint  of  the  plain tUf  in 
this  said  action: 

I.  Deny  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  made  the  written  ffoar- 
anty  set  forth  in  the  said  complaint. 

II.  They  deny  that  the  [ale  contained  in  the  barrels]  men- 
tioned in  said  complaint  [did  sour  during  its  voyage] ,  or  that  it 
was  [unfit  for  use]  when  it  arrived  here. 

,  Wherefore  defendants,  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  pray  to  be  dismissed 
with  their  costs. 
§  3413.    Denial  of  Plaintiff's  Performanoe. 

Form  No.  781. 
Denies  that  the  plaintiff  did  supply  the  goods  to  the  said 
A.  B.  alleged  in  the  complaint,  or  any  part  thereof. 
§  3414.    The  Same — ^Departure  from  Guaranty. 

Fonn  No.  782. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  defendant  did  not  agree  to  be  answerable  gener- 
ally to  the  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  goods  sold  to  the  defendant. 

but  only  for  goods  to  an  amount  not  exceeding dollar^, 

which  limit  the  plaintiff  exceeded  in  his  alleged  sale. 

§  3415.  Mistake. — In  an  action  upon  contract,  an  answer 
which  seeks  to  set  up  a  mistake  in  the  instrument  embodying  i: 
must  state  what  was  the  actual  agreement,  and  the  mistake  in 
reducing  it  to  writing.* 

§  3416.  Rent. — In  an  action  against  sureties  to  recover  rent, 
the  defendants  alleged  in  their  answer  and  proved  that  thojr 
understood  they  were  to  be  sureties  as  for  a  rent  of  nine  hundrttl 
dollars,  and  that  the  guaranty  was  executed  by  them  under  a 
mistake  of  facts;  but  it  was  not  averred  in  the  answer  or  prove  J 
that  the  plaintiff  had  the  same  understanding  of  the  agreement: 
it  was  held  that  neither  the  matter  set  up  in  the  answer  nor  the 
proof  was  suf&cient  to  authorize  a  reformation  of  the  contract  so 
as  to  conform  it  to  the  understanding  of  the  defendants.' 

^  Wemple  v.  Stewart,  22  Barb.  154;  and  sec  Barton  v.  Sackctt,  3  How.  Pr.  35S. 

^  Lanier  v.  Wyman,  5  liobt  147. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

ANSWERS   ON   INSURANCE. 

§3417.    Denial  of  PoUcy, 

Form  No.  783, 
[Title.] 

The  defendants  answer  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  they  did  not  make  or  deliver  the  policy  of  insurance 

alleged. 

§  3418.    The  Same— Denial  of  PlaintiflPs  Interest. 

Form  No.  78^. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  did  not  own,  and  had  no  insurable  inter- 
est in,  the  said  goods  [or  building,  etc.]  at  the  time  of  the  hap- 
pening of  said  loss. 

§  3419.    The  Same— Denial  of  Loss. 

Form  No.  785. 
[Title]. 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  said  building  was  not  destroyed  [or  injured] 
during  the  term  of  said  insurance  by  [state  perils],  but  said  loss 
occurred  wholly  by  [indicate  the  excepted  peril]. 

§  3420.  Ck>ndltlons  in  Policy  .—Denial  of  all  liability  on  a  4/a:^cACx^t  vg 
policy,  on  the  ground  that  the  loss  was  not  from  a  peril  insured  2/»^^ .  ^  .J 
against,  is  a  waiver  of  proof  of  loss,  required  in  the  policy,  as 
also  of  an  allowance  therein*  to  the  insurers  of  sixty  days  in 
which  to  pay.  A  policy  of  insurance  on  real  and  personal 
property  contained  a  false  warranty  as  to  incumbrances  on  the 
realty;  the  personal  property  was  separately  valued  and  ap- 
praised; it  did  not  appear  that  said  warranty  was  an  induce- 
ment to  its  insurance;  it  was  held  that  plaintiff  could  recover 
the  value  of  the  personal  property.^ 

§  3421.  The  Same— Policy  Obtained  by  Misrepresenta- 
tions. 

Form  No.  786. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 
That  the  defendant  was  induced  to  subscribe  the  policy  and 
become  insurer,  qs  alleged  in  the  complaint,  by  the  misrepre- 
sentation made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  of  a  fact  then 

^  Koontz  V.  Hannibal  Savings  and  Ins.  Co.,  42  Mo.  126. 
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material  to  be  known  to  the  defendant,  and  material  io  tLe 
risk  of  the  said  policy;  that  is  to  say  [state  misrepresenta- 
tion].' 

§  3422.  Condition  in  Policy.— A  condition  in  a  policy  that 
fraud  or  false  swearing  shall  forfeit  all  claim  relates  only  to  the 
preliminary  proofs,  and  a  plea  founded  upon  such  condition 
must  allege  that  the  fraud,  etc.,  was  committed  in  those  proof^i. 
and  that  it  was  committed  by  the  plaintiff  or  some  parhr  in 
interest.'  If  a  policy  of  insurance  contains  a  clause  that  if  the 
assured  keep  gunpowder  the  same  shall  be  void,  and  the  com- 
plaint avers  that  the  plaintiff  faithfully  complied  with  the  terms 
of  the  policy,  and  the  answer  does  not  deny  the  same,  nor  set 
up  as  new  matter  the  keeping  of  the  gunpowder,  the  fact  can 
not  be  insisted  on  as  a  defense.' 

§  3423.  Fraud  and  False  SiTvearlng. — ^Upon  the  question 
of  fraud  and  false  swearing  by  the  insured,  so  as  to  deprive  him 
in  case  of  a  loss  of  any  benefit  under  the  contract,  any  discrep- 
ancy found  to  exist  between  his  sworn  statement  of  his  los£<^ 
and  the  actual  loss,  which  can  reasonably  be  accounted  for  on 
the  score  of  opinion,  is  entitled  to  no  weight.  Such  discrep- 
ancy will  be  considered  as  evidence  of  fraud  or  false  sweahn;^ 
only  when  it  is  such  as  to  show  a  material  and  intentional  over- 
valuation by  him.* 

§  3424.    The  Same— Transfer  ^without  Insurer's  Consent 

Form  m,  787. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  it  is  among  other  things  provided  by  said  insurance 
policy,  that  in  case  of  any  transfer  or  termination  of  the  in- 
terest of  the  insured,  either  by  sale  or  otherwise,  of  the  prop- 
erty insured,  without  the  consent  of  the  company,  the  policv 
should  from  thenceforth  be  void. 

II.  That  after  the  making  of  said  policy,  and  before  the  loss 
alleged,  the  interest  of  the  said  [insured]  in  said  [things  in- 
sured] was  terminated  and  transferred,  and  the  title  thereto 
vested  in  said  plaintiff  without  the  consent  of  the  defendants, 

^  State  misrepreaeDtations  in  like  be  liable  under  the  policy.    Defenses 

manner  in  life  or  accident  policy.     It  to  life  and  accident  policy  of  insar- 

is  not  deemed  necessary  to  give  a  ance  are  not  favored  by  the  courts, 

form  for  every  defense  arising  under  unless  very  clearly  meritorions. 

this  class  of  actions.     The  defendant  '  Ferriss   v.  North  American  Fire 

should  state  particularly  and  specifi-  Ins.  Co.,  1  Hill,  71. 

cally  in  what  respect  the  assured  had  '  Cassacia  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  2S 

vitiated  the  contract  by  fraud  or  mis-  Cal.  0*28. 

take;  or  in  what  regard  or  on  what  ^  Clark  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  36CaJ. 

account  the  defendant  had  ceased  to  IGS. 
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whereby  the  policy  became  and  was  yoid  at  the  time  of  said 
loss/ 

§  3425.    The  Same— Unsea^^orthlness  of  Vessel. 

Form  No.  788. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 

I.  [Allege  provisions  of  policy,  unless  it  appears  by  the  com- 
plaint. ] 

n.  That  at ,  and  in  the  course  of  said  voyage,  and 

in  reference  to  the  said  voyage,  and  to  any  damage  which  the 
said  ship  sustained  in  the  prosecution  thereof,  a  regular  survey 

was  had  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18. . ,  upon  which  survey 

the  said  ship  was  thereby  declared  unseaworthy,  by  reason  of 
her  being  rotten  [or  state  particulars  showing  a  ground  of  con- 
demnation wholly  within  the  provisions  of  the  policy].' 

§  3426.  Special  Matter. — In  an  action  of  covenant  on  a 
policy  under  seal,  any  special  matter  of  defense  must  be 
pleaded.'  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  marine  insurance,  the 
defendant's  remedy  to  compel  a  disclosure  by  the  plaintiff  of 
the  number  of  packages,  or  the  quantity  and  nature  of  the 
cargo  lost  or  injured,  and  the  items  of  expenses  incurred,  is  by 
requiring  a  bill  of  particulars,  rather  than  by  motion  to  make 
the  complaint  more  d^finite.^ 


CHAPTER   VIL 

ANSWERS  ON    JUDGMENTS. 

§  3427.    Denial  of  Judgment. 

Form  No,  789. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint  that  there  is  no  rec- 
ord of  said  judgment. 

§  3428.  Accord  and  Satisfaction. — A  parol  agreement  to 
deliver  up  a  judgment  with  the  execution  thereon  issued,  "to 
be  satisfied  "  in  consideration  of  the  settlement  of  and  indemni- 
fication against  a  claim  which  is  being  made  by  a  third  party, 
is  binding,  and  is  a  complete  defense  to  a  suit  on  the  judgment, 
although  the  promise  was  made  to  and  the  consideration  came 

*  This  form  and  the  next  are  from  pleading  a  want  of  seaworthiness  to 

Abbotts'  Forms,  Nos.  906,  910.  an  action  on  a  time  policy,  see  Jones 

'^This  form  was  held  good  in  Gris-  v.  Insurance  Co.,  2  Wall.  jun.  C.  C. 

wold  V.  National  Ins.  Co.,  3  Cow.  96.  278. 

^  Marine  Ins.   Co.   v.    Hodgson,  6        *  Cockroft  v.   Atlantic    Mat.   Ins. 

Cranch,  206.     As  to  the  manner  of  Co.,  9  Bosw.  681. 
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from  but  one  of  the  defendants.'  Where  a  defendant  aHegel 
in  his  affidavit  of  defense  an  agreement  to  receive  in  satisfaction 
a  smaller  sum  of  money  at  a  time  sooner  than  the  debt  fell  doe, 
and  a  tender  to  the  counsel  of  the  creditors,  without  alleging 
an  acceptance  by  either  the  plaintiff  or  his  counsel,  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  execution  of  the  accord,  and  no  satisf action, 
and  that  the  defense  failed.'  A  payment  of  part  of  the  amoont 
due  upon  a  money  judgment,  under  an  agreement  that  it  shall 
operate  as  a  satisfaction  in  full,  will  not  discharge  the  judg- 
ment.' But  this  rule  has  been  changed  by  statute  in  California, 
for  now,  by  agreement  between  creditor  and  debtor,  a  less  sum 
than  the  whole  amount  may  be  paid  and  received  in  full  pay- 
ment and  discharge  of  any  indebtedness,  if  such  agrc?emeiit  be 
clearly  manifested  by  a  receipt  or  instrument  in  writing  signed 
by  such  creditor.*  Before  suit  was  brought,  the  plaintiffs  agreed 
with  their  attorneys  that  they  should  have  one  third  of  the 
judgment  and  costs  as  compensation.  After  judgment  and  exe- 
cution, the  plaintiffs  compromised  for  less  than  the  amount  of 
the  judgment,  and  entered  satisfaction  upon  the  record :  it  was 
held  that  the  attorneys  had  no  lien  on  the  judgment,  and  could 
nqt  disturb  the  satisfaction  as  entered.^ 

§  3429.  Another  Action  Pending. — A  plea  to  an  action  on 
a  judgment,  alleging  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  commence 
iug  the  suit,  was  seeking  to  enforce  the  collection  of  an  execn- 
tion  issued  on  the  same  judgment,  is  a  good  bar  to  the  action.* 

§  3430.  Assignment. — Where  a  judgment  against  which  a 
right  to  set  off  another  judgment,  rendered  in  the  same  action, 
exists,  is  assigned,  the  assignee  may  be  brought  into  the  court 
upon  a  proceeding  by  petition  and  motion,  and  will  be  bound 
by  an  order  therein  directing  a  set-off.' 

§  3431.  Denial  of  Judgment. — A  debt  can  not  be  denied 
without  denying  the  instrument  on  which  it  is  founded.  Hence  a 
plea  of  nil  debet  is  a  bad  plea  in  an  action  founded  on  a  judgment' 
If  it  is  desired  to  attack  the  judgment,  the  plea  should  he  nvl 
ilel  record.^  On  a  nul  iiel  record,  an  untrue  statement  of  the 
circumstances  descriptive  of  the  record,  though  unnecessary  to 

*  Cobb  V.  Cowdery,  40  Vt.  25.  United  States  v.  Spencer,  2  McLean, 
^  Heam  v.  Kiehl,  38  Pa.  St.  147.         405. 

»  Diland  v.  Hiett,  27  Cal.  611.  •  Mills  v.  Duryee,  7  Cranch,  4S1; 

*  .Sec  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  iri24.  Bastable  v.  Wilsou^s  AdmV,  1  Craoch 

*  Mansfield  v.  Doilaiid,  2  Cal.  507;    C.  C.  124;  Short  v.  Wilkinsoo,  2  Id. 
see  Kx  parte  Kyle,  1  Id.  331.  22;  Armstrong  v.  Carsou,  2  D..II.  3lh!; 

^  Yanlis  v.  Bnrdett,  3  Mo.  457.  Bergen  v.  Williams,  4  McLean,  li3; 

^  Porter  v.  Liscom,  22  Cad.  430.  French  v.  Lafayette  Ins,  Ca,  5  Id. 

8  Sneed  v.  Wister,  8  Wheat.  690;    461. 
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be  stated  at  all,  is  fatal,  as  such  a  plea  puts  the  identity  of  the 
record  in  question.^  Such  a  plea  brings  before  the  court  the 
validity  of  the  judgment,  and  the  description  of  i,t  as  given  in 
the  declaration.*  When  the  record  set  forth  in  a  declaration  is 
not  the  foundation  of  the  action,  but  only  matter  of  conveyance  • 
or  inducement,  nul  tiel  record  is  not  a  good  plea,  for  it  is  no 
answ'er  to  the  whole  count.' 

§  3432.  Judgment  for  Ck)Sts. — A  judgment  in  favor  of  a 
defendant,  for  costs,  based  upon  a  finding  of  one  of  several 
issues  in  his  favor  by  the  jury,  even  if  erroneous,  is  not  void. 
While  unreversed,  it  is  to  be  treated,  for  the  purpose  of  set-off, 
as  a  valid  judgment.^ 

§  3433.  On  Appeal. — The  pendency  of  a  writ  of  error  might 
be  pleaded  in  abatement,  but  not  in  bar.  The  plea  must  state 
that  the  writ  was  brought  prior  to  the  present  suit,  and  the 
requisite  steps  taken  to  render  it  a  supersedeas  to  the  execution.* 

§  3434.  Payment. — A  plea  of  payment  to  an  action  of  debt, 
founded  on  a  judgment  rendered  in  Kentucky,  containing  an 
averment  that  by  the  law  of  that  state  such  a  plea  to  such  a 
declaration  is  good,  puts  in  issue  the  law  of  Kentucky,  and 
should  be  replied  to.* 

§  3435.  Set-off*. — A  person  may  receive  the  money  due  on  a 
judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  himself  and  several  others,  co- 
plaintiffs,  but  he  can  not,  without  authority  from  his  co-plaintiffs, 
set  off  a  judgment  due  to  him  and  them  jointly,  against  another 
judgment  held  by  the  defendant  in  such  joint  judgment  against 
himself  alone.^  When  judgments  in  different  courts  are  to  be 
set  off,  the  moving  party  must  go  into  the  court  in  which  the 
judgment  against  him  was  recovered.^  A  judgment  assigned 
to  a  sheriff  can  not  be  set  off  against  another  judgment  against 
said  sheriff  for  seizing  certain  exempt  property  under  an  execu- 
tion issued  upon  the  judgment  so  assigned.  Such  set-off  would 
defeat  the  purpose  of  the  exemption  law."  Where,  in  the  same 
action,  two  judgments  were  entered,  one  for  the  plaintiff  for  a 
certain  sum,  and  one  for  the  defendant  for  a  less  sum,  it  was 
held  that  defendant  had  a  right  to  set  off  his  judgment  2>ro  tanto 
against  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  his  right  could  not  be  de- 
feated by  any  assignment  by  plaintiff  of  his  judgment  before 

'  Laws  on  Plead.  370;  Whitaker  v.  *  JeDkins  v.  Pepoon,  2  Johns.  Cas. 

Bramson,  2  Paine,  209.  312. 

'^  Jacquette  v.  Hugunon,  2  McLean,  *  *  Hutchinson  v.  Patrick,  3  Mo.  G5. 

120.  ^  Corwin  v.  Ward,  35  Cal.  195. 

"United  States  v.  Litle's  Ex'rs,  3  "Russell  v.  Conway,  11  Gal.  101. 

Craneh  C.  C.  251.  •  Beckman  v.  Manlove,  18  CaL  389. 

*  Porter  v.  Liscom,  22  CaL  430. 
EnsK.  Vol.  11—36 
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application  of  the  set-off.^  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  deiDftiid 
sought  to  be  used  as  a  set-off  should  be  in  the  form  of  a  personal 
judgment.' 

§  3436.  Set-ofi*  in  Eqtiity.— The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  relation  to  set-offs  is  more  extensive  than  that  of  com- 
mon-law courts;  and  when  the  defendant  in  one  of  the  judg- 
ments is  insolvent,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  other  is  not  the  real 
party  in  interest,  but  a  trustee  for  the  insolvent  defendants  in 
the  other  judgment,  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  a  set-off-* 
Where  the  parties  to  two  judgments  are  not  the  same,  a  court 
of  common-law  jurisdiction  can  not  set  off  one  against  the  other; 
but  a  court  of  equity  will  look  beyond  the  nominal  to  the  real 
parties  in  interest,  and  adjudicate  the  rights  of  the  parties  ac- 
cordingly.* A  court  of  equity  will  not  permit  a  cestui  que  trust, 
who  is  insolvent,  to  enforce  and  collect,  through  his  trustee,  a 
judgment  against  a  party  who  holds  a  just  and  vaL'd  demand 
against  the  cestui  que  trust,  which  he  has  no  means  of  enforcing 
or  collecting  if  a  set-off  is  denied.^  An  action  brought  in  a 
court  of  equity  to  enforce  a  set-off  of  one  judgment  against 
another  is  ''an  action  upon  a  judgment  or  decree/'  within  the 
meaning  of  section  17  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  may  be 
brought  at  any  time  within  five  years  of  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree.* 

§  3437.  Several  Pleas.— Where  there  are  several  pleas  to 
the  country,  with  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  record,  and  the  parties  go 
to  trial,  generally  it  will  be  presumed  here  that  the  issues  were 
respectively  decided  by  the  proper  tribunal.^ 

§  3438.  Void  Judgment.— Although  the  existence  of  a  judg- 
ment, relied  upon  for  the  relief  sought,  is  admitted  by  the  an- 
swer, if  the  plaintiff  proceeds  to  put  it  in  evidence,  and  it  is 
void  upon  its  face,  the  court  will  treat  it  as  forming  no  grounds 
for  the  plaintiff's  action.*  So  where  by  his  answer,  in  an  action 
upon  a  judgment,  the  defendant  puts  in  issue  the  existence  of  a 
regular,  valid,  and  legal  judgment,  any  evidence  tending  to 
show  the  judgment  illegal  or  void  is  competent.  Hence»  imder 
such  pleadings,  after  the  plaintiff  has  produced  a  certified  copy 
of  the  judgment  record,  the  defendant  may  prove  the  statute,  a 
rule  of  court  (the  judgment  being  a  foreign  judgment)  showing 
the  same  to  be  irregular,  and  a  certified  copy  of  the  record 

1  Porter  v.  Liscom,  22  GaL  430.  *  Hobba  v.  Duff,  23  Gal.  596. 

'  Hobbs  v.  Doff,  23  Gal.  596.  ^  Wall's  Adminiatrators  v.  Fife,  37 

'Id.  Penn.  394. 

*  Jd!  8  Eiy  V.  'Gook,  2  Hilt  406;  S.  C,  9 

*Id.  Abb.  Pr.  366. 
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showing  an  order  of  that  court  vacating  the  judgment  on  the 
ground  of  such  irregularity,  although  the  vacation  was  made 
subsequent  to  the  issue  in  the  action.  This  is  competent  under 
a  general  denial,  for  it  shows  that  no  such  judgment  as  the 
plaintiff  has  alleged  in  his  complaint  has  in  reality  existed;  that 
it  never  existed  except  in  form,  and  was  ab  initio  unlawful,  ir- 
regular, and  void.' 

§  3439.  When  Debt  Accrued.— This  defense  may  be 
pleaded  to  an  action  on  a  judgment,  founded  on  a  debt  existing 
when  the  bankrupt  filed  his  petition,  but  which  judgment  was 
recovered  before  the  discharge  was  granted,  so  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  opportunity  of  pleading  such  discharge  in  the  prior 
suit.**.  Otherwise  if  the  discharge  might  have  been  pleaded,  but 
was  not  in  the  original  action.' 

§  3440.    The  Same— Invalidity  of  a  Foreign  Judgment. 

Form  No,  790. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  no  summons  or  copy  of  the  complaint,  or  either, 
was  served  upon  him  in  the  action  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

II.  That  he  never  appeared,  in  person  or  by  attorney,  in  said 
action.^ 

§3441.  The  Same— Invalidity  of  Judgment  against 
Non-resident. 

Ibrm  No.  791. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  action  in  which  the  supposed  judgment  against 
him  was  alleged  to  have  been  recovered  arose  upon  an  alleged 
contract. 

n.  That  when  the  action  was  commenced,  this  defendant 
was  a  non-resident  of  the  state  of  California,  and  a  resident  of 
Illinois. 

ni.  That  he  never  appeared  in  that  action,  and  never  was 

^  Kinsey  v.  Ford,  38  Barb.  105.  parties  in  another  state:  Field  v.  Gibbs, 

*  Dresser  v.  Brooks,  3  Barb.  329;  ret.  C.  C.  155.  For  form  of  defense,' 
Fox  V.  Woodruff,  9  Id.  498;  Johnson  for  invalidity  of  a  foreign  judgment, 
V.  Fitzhugh,  3  Barb.  Ch.  360;  Clark  see  Long  v.  Long,  1  Hill,  597;  Shum- 
V.  liowling,  3  N.  Y.  216,  •  way  v.  Stillman,  6  Wend.  447;  Star- 

*  Steward  v.  Green,  11  Paige,  535.  buck  v.  Murray,  5  Id.  148;  see  also 

*  Facts  in  opposition  to  tlie  record  Fiake  v.  Anderson,  12  Abb.  Pr.  8; 
of  A  judgment  obtained  in  one  state  Force  v.  Gower,  23  How.  Pr.  294.  It 
can  not  be  alleged  to  contradict  the  is  not  enough  merely  to  allege  that 
judgment  in  an  action  brought  upon  his  domicile  was  elsewhere:  Shumway 
it  iu  another  state.    A  judgment  in  v.  Stftlman,  4  Cow.  294. 

one  state  is  conclasiye  between  the 
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personally  served  in  the  state  of  California,  or  elsewhere,  vith 
sammons  therein. 

lY.  That  no  order  for  publication  of  the  summons  in  that 
action  was  ever  made  [or  state  other  facts  showing*  failure  to 
obtain  jurisdiction]. 

§  3442.    The  Same— Fraud  in  Obtaining  Judgment. 

Form  No.  792. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
I.  That  after  the  commencement  of  the  action  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  the  said  plaintiff  came  to  this  defendant,  and 
with  intent  to  deceive  him  and  prevent  him  from  defending  it, 
falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  [here  state  the  false  repre- 
sentations, detailing  the  fraud  fully  and  explicitly]. 

§  3443.  Fraud. — In  an  action  on  a  foreign  judgment,  mat- 
ters of  defense  alleging  fraud  in  the  obtaining  of  that  judgment, 
even  if  conceded  to  be  frivolous,  can  not  be  held  irrelevant,  so 
as  to  be  stricken  out.^  A  plea  of  fraud  in  obtaining  a  judgment 
sued  upon  can  not  be  demurred  to  generally,  because  not  show- 
ing the  particulars  of  the  fraud  set  up.  Going  to  a  matter  of 
form,  the  demurrer  should  be  special.' 


CHAPTER  VTEL 

ANSWERS  ON  THE  MONEY  COUNTS. 

§  8444.    Denial  of  Receipt. 

F<mn  No.  793. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  has  not  received  the  money  mentioned  in  the 

complaint,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

§  3445.    The  Same — ^Aooounting  and  Payment. 

Form  No.  79J^ 
[Title.]  * 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at , 

he  accounted  with  and  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  all  moneys  re- 
ceived by  him  up  to  that  day,  as  such  agent  of  the  plaintiff. 

§  3446.  Discharge  in  Bankruptcy.  —  In  an  action  of 
assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received,  the  defendant  pleaded 
a  discharge  in  bankruptcy.     The  plaintiff  replied  that,  in  the 

» Fasnacht  v.  Stehn,  5  Abb.  Pr.,  N.S.,  338. 
'Ohristmas  v.  Russell,  5  Wall'  290. 
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• 

proceedings  of  the  defendant  in  obtaining  his  discharge,  the 
defendant  was  guilty  of  fraud,  and  of  the  willful  concealment 
of  his  property  and  rights  of  property.  The  defendant  re- 
joined* traveling  the  fraud  and  the  willful  concealment,  and 
concluding  to  the  country:  it  was  held,  on  demurrer,  that  the 
rejoinder  was  bad;  that  the  repUcation  was  bad  also,  in  attempt- 
ing to  put  in  issue  several  distinct  matters,  and  that  the  plea 
was  good,  notwithstanding  that  it  contained  no  specific  aver- 
ments that  the  debt  was  one  provable  under  the  bankruptcy,  or 
that  the  defendant  had  received  a  certificate  of  discharge,  or 
that  notice  of  a  hearing  was  given  to  the  creditors  before  the 
discharge  was  granted.' 

§  3447.  General  Denial — ^Insufficient  Denials.— An  alle- 
gation in  the  complaint  that  the  defendants  sold  plaintiff's 
property  for  a  certain  sum,  and  that  they  '*  have  had  the  use  of 
and  interest  upon  said  money  since  it  was  received  by  the  de- 
fendants for  the  plaintiff's  use,"  is  sufficiently  controverted  by 
a  denial  in  defendants'  answer  that  they  sold  the  plaintiff's 
property,  or  that  they  received  therefor  any  money  whatever  to 
the  plaintiff's  use.'  If  the  complaint  avers  that  the  defendant 
is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars 
gold  coin,  for  so  much  money  received  by  defendant  for  plaint- 
iff's use,  and  the  answer  denies  that  the  defendant  received 
three  thousand  dollars  in  gold  coin  for  plaintiff's  use,  it  is  only 
a  denial  of  its  receipt  in  gold  coin,  and  does  not  raise  an  issue.' 

§  3448.    For  Money  Iiont— Denial  of  Loan. 

Form  iV'o.  79S,  i 

[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  did  not  lend  him  the  money  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  nor  any  part  thereof. 

§  3449.  For  Mpney  Paid— Denial  of  Request  by  De- 
fendant. 

Form  No.  796. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  never  requested  the  plaintiff  to  pay  any  money  to 
A.  B. 

n.  That  he  never  promised  to  pay  any  money  to  the  plaintiff, 
on  account  of  any  money  paid  to  the  said  A.  B.,  or  at  all. 

§  3450.  Assignment  of  Claim. — To  an  action  for  money 
due,  a  plea  on  equitable  grounds  that  plaintiff  assigned  the  debt 

»  Weld  V.  Locke,  18  N.  H.  141. 

*  Robinson  v.  Corn  Exchange  In3.  Co.,  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  186. 

»  Leffiugwell  v.  Griffiug,  31  Cal.  231. 
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to  D. ,  who  notified  defendant  that  assignment  is  still  in  force, 
that  defendant  is  still  liable  to  pay  D. ,  that  the  action  is  not 
brought  for  the  benefit  nor  with  the  consent  of  D.,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  recovered,  the  defendant  would  still  be  obliged  to  pay 
P.,  is  good.*  In  an  action  to  recover  money  alleged  to  be  due 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifr,  a  defense  alleging  that  a 
third  person  had  given  defendant  notice  that  he  was  owner  of 
such  moneys  and  of  any  cause  of  action  therefor,  and  demands 
payment  to  himself  by  virtue  of  an  assignment  from  the  plaint- 
iff, is  irrelevant.* 

§  3451.  Failure  of  Consideration. — A  county  warrant 
drawn  by  the  auditor,  directing  the  treasurer  to  pay  H.  E.  Co- 
nine hundred  and  sixty-five  dollars  for  services  as  country  printer, 
was  for  a  valuable  consideration  indorsed  by  H.  E.  Co.  to  F., 
and  by  F.  transferred  to  plaintiff  for  nine  hundred  and  sixty- 
five  dollars,  paid  by  the  latter.  The  warrant  was  in  fact  illegal 
and  valueless,  and  payment  being  for  this  reason  refused  by  the 
treasurer,  plaintiff  instituted  the  present  action  against  H.  £. 
Co.  and  F.  to  recover  back  the  amount  paid  by  him,  setting  up 
in  the  complaint  the  foregoing  facts,  and  that  defendants,  at  the 
time  of  their  transfers,  represented  that  the  warrant  was  valid 
and  would  be  paid  on  presentation.  It  was  held  on  demarrer 
that  the  complaint  stated  a  cause  of  action,  and  that  on  the  facts 
alleged  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  from  defendants  the 
money  which  he  had  paid  for  the  warrant.' 

§  3452.  General  Denial. — A  general  averment  that  defend- 
ant does  not.  owe  the  money  sued  for,  nor  any  part  thereof,  is 
not  sufficient.* 

§  3453.  Suffioient  Plea. — Where  an  attorney  claims  a  sum 
of  money  paid  for  another,  to  procure  the  passage  of  an  act  of 
the  legislature,  and  alleges  that  the  expenditure  was  made  in 
good  faith,  was  necessary,  and  was  authorized  by  his  principal, 
a  reply  that  the  expenditure  was  unlawful  and  corrupt,  and  was 
used  and  squandered  to  corrupt  the  legislature,  and  to  exert 
upon  it  a  secret,  undue,  and  personal  influence  by  lobbying; 
that  the  same  was  not  necessary,  that  the  act  was  honestly 
passed,  and  was  not  secured  by  corrupt  means,  is  not  demur- 
rable.* 

"  JefiFs  V.  Day,  L.  R./1  Q.  B.,  372.  *  Sappington  v.  Jeffriea,  15  Mo.  628. 

'  Carpenter  v.  Bell,  19  Abb.  Pr.  258.        *  Judah  v.  Vincennes  University,  23 
»  Keller  v.  Hicka,  22  Cal.  457.  Ind.  273. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

ANSWER  FOR  SERVICES,  WORK,  AND  LABOR. 

§  3454.    Acoountlng  and  Payment. 

Form  No,  797. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

1.  For  a  first  defense : 

1.  He  denies  each  and  every  allegation  in  said  complaint,  ex- 
cept what  is  hereinafter  admitted. 

n.  The  defendant  admits  that  said  plaintiff  did,  at  the  re- 
quest of  defendant,  enter  into  the  service  of  the  defendant  as 
stated  in  the  complaint,  but  alleges  that  he  did  account  with 

said  plaintiff  on  the day  of 18 . . , at 

,  and  that  on  the  said  accounting  there  was  found  due 

said  plaintiff  only  the  sum  of dollars. 

2.  For  a  second  defense  defendant    alleges  that  after  said 

accounting  in  the  first  defense  alleged,  to   wit,    on  the    

day  of    ,  18 . . ,  he  paid   to   the  plaintiff  the  said 

sum  of  dollars  so  found  due  upon  said  accounting, 

and  the  plaintiff  received  and  accepted  the  same  in  full  satis- 
faction of  his  said  claim. ^ 

§  3455.  Ck>ntraotOT's  Servioes. — ^When  the  defendants  em- 
ployed the  plaintiff  to  suj;)erintend  the  erection  of  a  building, 
of  which  he  was  one  of  the  contractors,  they  can  not  plead  that 
it  is  against  public  policy  that  he  should  occupy  two  positions, 
of  which  the  interests  were  in  conflict,  in  defense  of  an  action 
brought  by  him  for  services  as  superintendent.* 

§  3456.  Corporation  Work. — In  an  action  against  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  for  work  and  labor,  an  answer  setting  up 
that  there  was  an  appropriation  made  by  law  for  such  work, 
which  has  been  exhausted,  is  insufficient,  unless  it  appears 
clearly  from  the  pleadings  and  the  law  referred  to  that  the  work 
was  coveted  by  the  appropriation,  and  not  by  others  contained 
in  the  same  law.' 

§  3457.  Counter-claims. — When  the  claim  of  plaintiff  and 
counter-claim  of  defendant  both  arise  out  of   the   same  con- 

^For    another    form    of    answer,  satisfaction:  Bump  v.  Phoenix,  6  Hill, 

see  Rice  v.  O'Connor,   10  Abb.  Pr.  308. 

3()2.     A  plea  merely  of  an  account  '  Shaw  v.  Andrews  and  Hillyer,  9 

stated,  though  it  avers  a  balance,  and  Cal.  73. 

a  promise  of  plaintiff  to  pay  it,  is  'Donovan  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  44 

bad,  for  it  is  a  mere  accord,  without  Barb.  180;  S.  C,  19  Abb.  Pr.  58. 
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tract,  defendant  may  introduce  evidence  of  unliquidated  dam- 
ages embraced  in  bis  counter-claim,  unless  the  plaintiff  come 
to  the  contract  by  assignment.*  When  an  action  is  based  upon 
a  contract  to  pay  a  stipulated  sum,  and  the  answer  sets  up  a 
counter-claim  for  damages  for  matters  arising  out  of  the  same 
contract,  the  defendant  can  not,  on  the  trial,  introduce  evi- 
dence of  any  damages  except  those  specially  set  up  in  the 
answer.^ 

§  3458.  Denial  of  Pezfonnanee. — ^If  the  complaint  is  based 
on  a  written  contract,  by  the  terms  of  which  plaintiff  is  to  do 
certain  things,  and  the  complaint  avers  a  faithful  perform- 
ance on  his  part,  and  the  answer  denies  the  performance, 
the  defendant  can  not,  under  this  allegation  and  denial,  in- 
troduce evidence  of  a  counter-claim.' 

§  3459.     General  Denial. — In  an  action  on  a  quantum  meruit 
not  setting  up  a  specific  contract,  under  a  general  denial,  de- 
fendant may  show  that  the  work  was  unskillfully  done,  or  was 
worth  less  than  the  amount  claimed.^    On  a  specific  contract  it 
is  otherwise.*    In  an  action  brought  to  recover  for  services  ren- 
dered, the  defendant,  under  an  answer  which  denies  the  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint,  and  denies  that  he  is  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff,  is  at  liberty  to  prove  any  circumstances  tending-  to 
show  that  he  was  never  indebted  at  all,  or  that  he  owed  less 
than  was  claimed.     He  may,  for  example,  under  such  denials, 
prove  that  he  never  incurred  the  debt,  or  that  the  services,  either 
in  whole  or  in  part,  were  rendered  as  a  gratuity,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  had  himself  fixed  a  less  price  for  them  than  he  claimed 
to  recover,  or  that  they  were  rendered  upon  the  credit  of  some 
other  person  than  the  defendant,  etc.     So  doing  is  not  an 
attempt  to  show  an  extinguishment  of  the  alleged  indebtedness 
by  payment,   release,   or  otherwise,   but  to  show  that  such 
indebtedness  never  existed.*    In  a  suit  on  a  quantum  valebant  for 
professional  services,  the  rule  requiring  new  matter  to  be  set  up 
does  not  apply.^ 

§  34G0.     Salary  of  Clerk. — If  a  merchant  employs  one  by 
written  contract  at  a  stated  salary  to  act  as  his  chief  clerk  and 

1  Stoddard  v.    Treadwell,   2G  Cal.  » Kendall  v.  Vallejo.  1  CaL  371; 

300.  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Id.  22. 

"Id.  ^ Schermerhorn  v.   Van  Allen,  IS 

»  Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,   26   Cal.  Barb.  29. 

305.  '  Bridges  V.  Paige,  13  Cal.  G40.     Aa 

*  Raymond  v.  Richardson,  4  E.  D.  to  what  may  be  proved  under  a  gen- 
Smith,  172;  Bellinger  v.  Craicuo,  31  eral  denial  in  an  action  for  serrioes. 
Barb.  534;  Trimble  v.  StilweU,  4  E.  work,  and  laljor,  see  Schermerbom  v. 
P.  Smith,  512.  Van  Allen,  18  Barb.  29. 
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managing  agent  for  a  stated  time,  and  an  action  is  brought  by 
the  clerk  on  the  contract  for  wages,  and  the  answer  sets  up  a 
counter-claim  for  damages  arising  out  of  neglect  of  the  clerk  to 
attend  to  the  business,  the  defendant  has  a  right  on  the  trial  to 
introduce  evidence  of  a  loss  of  his  profits  and  diminution  of  busi- 
ness caused  by  the  clerk's  neglect;  and  to  do  this,  he  may  ask  a  wit- 
ness what  amount  of  additional  business  would  have  been  done  if 
the  clerk  had  attended  to  his  business.^  When  the  plaintiff's 
action  arises  out  of  contract,  defendant  may  introduce  evidence 
of  any  counter-claim  arising  out  of  contract  existing  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  even  though  the  contracts  are  not  the 
same.' 

§  3461.  Seaman's  Wages. — ^In  a  libel  for  wages  the  allega- 
tions of  hiring,  voyage,  etc. ,  should  be  drawn  accurately  and 
with  reasonable  certainty;  otherwise  it  may  be  excepted  to. 
The  most  correct  course  is  to  state  the  facts,  etc.,  in  distinct 
articles,  which  is  the  ustial  course  in  admiralty  proceedings.' 
In  a  suit  for  wages,  or  for  a  share  in  a  whaling  voyage,  if  the 
defense  sets  up  misconduct,  there  must  be  a  special  allegation 
of  the  facts,  with  due  certainty  of  time,  place,  and  other  circum- 
stances; otherwise  the  court  will  reject  it.  Loose  allegations  of 
general  misconduct  are  insufficient.*  Where  a  new  clause  in 
the  shipping  articles  is  relied  upon  to  repeal  a  claim  for  wages, 
it  must  be  pleaded.*  Where,  in  answer  to  a  libel  for  wages, 
the  claimants  set  up  a  discharge  of  the  libelant  in  a  foreign  port 
by  order  of  the  consul,  it  is  incumbent  on  them  to  set  forth  in 
their  answer  a  state  of  facts  justifying  the  discharge  relied  on, 
and  to  support  the  allegations  by  adequate  proof.'  An  answer 
averring  in  general  terms  that  a  vessel  was  supplied  with  a  medi- 
cine-chest according  to  law  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  evidence  to 
discharge  a  master  from  his  liability  for  a  physician's  bill  for 
attendance  upon  a  sick  seaman.^  Where  a  libel  claims  extra 
wages,  in  satisfaction  of  a  short  allowance  of  provisions,  under 
section  9  of  the  act  of  July  20,  1790,"  the  answer  must  set  forth 
precisely  whether  the  vessel  shipped  the  quantity  and  quality 
of  provisions  required  by  the  statute,  or  an  exception  will  lie 
for  insufficiency.* 

1  Stoddard  v.  Treadwell,  26Cal.  300.        •  The  "Atlantic,"  Abb.  Adra.  451. 

'Id.  ^Freeman  v.  Baker,  Blatchf.  &  H. 

'  Orno  V.  Townsend,  4  Mason,  641.  372, 

*Id.;  Macomber   v.   Thompson,    1        *See  U.  S.  R.  S.   at  Large,   sec. 

Sumn.   384;    Hart    v.   The    "Otis,"  4568. 
Crabbe,  62.  »The  "Elizabeth  Frith,"  Blatcht 

^  Heart  v.  Kogcrs,  1  Sprague,  556;  &  H.  105. 
7  L.  R.,  N.  S.,  442. 
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§  3462.  Violation  of  Contract. — Suit  for  senrioes  as  agent 
of  defendant  under  a  contract.  Defendant  in  answer  sets  np  a 
violation  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also 
certain  other  matter  amounting  to  a  tort  on  his  part,  as  eat- 
spiracy  to  have  the  property  of  defendant  sold  and  bon^ht  in 
by  him,  circulating  false  reports  that  defendant  was  bankrupt, 
its  affairs  a  swindle,  etc. ;  it  was  held  that  this  latter  portion  of 
the  answer  was  properly  stricken  out,  on  motion  of  plaintiff.' 


CHAPTER  X. 

ANSWERS  FOR  USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

§  3463.    Denial  of  Use  and  Ocoupation. 

Form  J\7b.  798. 
[Tttlb.] 
The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  he  did  not  occupy  the  premises  as  alleged,  or  at  all. 
§  3464.    The  Same— Denial'  of  Hiring. 

Form  No.  799. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  did  not  hire  said  premises  of  the  plaintiff  as  alleged, 
or  in  any  manner,  or  at  all. 

§  3465.  Admission. — The  plea  of  no  rent  in  arrears  admits 
the  demise  as  laid  in  the  avowry.*  An  omission  to  join  issue 
upon  an  avowry  for  rent  in  arrear,  or  otherwise  to  notice  it  on 
the  record,  is  a  mere  irregularity,  cured  by  the  verdict.' 

§  3466.    The  Same— Denial  by  Assignee. 

Form  No.  800. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  said  [lessee]  did  not  hire  the  premises  from  the  defend- 
ant as  alleged;  and  that  no  assignment  of  any  such  lease  was 
made  to  or  accepted  by  the  defendant,  as  alleged;  and  that  the 
defendant  did  not  occupy  the  premises  under  the  alleged  lease, 
or  under  any  lease. 

§  3467.  £ffbot  of  Denial.— This  will  not  admit  evidence 
that,  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  he  had  parted 
with  all  interest  in  the  lease  and  assignment.*    The  occupation 

^  Bates    V.    Sierra    Kevada    Lake  *  Dermott  v.  Wallach,  1  Black,  96. 

Water  and  Mining  Co.,  18  Cal.  171.  *  Keteltas  v.  Maybee,  1  Ck>de  R.,  N. 

^Alexander  v.   Harris,  4  Cranch,  S.,  363.                               * 
299;  affirming  S.  C,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  243. 
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under  a  parol  transfer  might  be  sufficient  to  bind  the  defend- 
ant.' 

§  3468.  The  Same— Aaslgnee's  Assignment  to  Third 
Person. 

Form  No.  801. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  before  the  rent  claimed  in  the  complaint  became  due, 

and  on  or  about  the day  of >  IB . . ,  the  defendant 

assigned  all  his  interest  in  said  lease  to  one  C.  D.,  who  then 
entered  into  possession,  and  so  continued  when  said  rent  became 
due. 

§  8469.  Assignment. — One  of  the  Van  Rensselaer  leases 
was  executed  in  1799.  It  did  not  appear  that  rent  was  ever 
paid  under  it,  and  it  was  proved  that  rent  had  not  been  paid  for 
twenty-two  years.  It  was  held  that  as  the  so-called  lease  was  in 
fee,  it  was  an  assignment,  and  did  not  create  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenanfc,  and  that  the  claim  against  the  grantee  on 
his  covenant  was  barred.' 

§  3470.    The  Saxne— Evlotion. 

Form  No.  80$. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff  evicted 

him  from  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  has 
ever  since  kept  him  out  of  the  possession  thereof  [or  state  the 
facts]." 

§  3471.  Forfeiture. — To  work  a  forfeiture  of  a  lease  for 
non-payment  of  rent,  a  demand  must  be  made  for  the  precise 
sum  due  on  the  premises,  or  wherever  the  rent  is  payable.^ 

§  3472.  HoT^  Averred. — The  eviction,  to  constitute  a  bar, 
must  be  averred  to  have  taken  place  before  the  rent  claimed  fell 
due.^  It  must  be  stated  that  the  tenant  was  evicted  or  expelled 
from  the  premises,  and  kept  out  of  possession  until  after  the 
rent  became  due.' 

§  3473.  Insufficient  Defense. — In  an  action  for  rent  the 
complaint  alleged  that  the  letting  was  by  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing (not  stated  to  be  under  seal),  by  which  the  plaintiff  leased 
the  premises,  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  rent;  but  it 

1  Carter  v.  Hammett,  12  Barb.  253.  3.33;  also  New  York  Code  Commis- 

'  Lyon  V.  Chase,  51  Barb.  13;  see  sioners*  Book  of  Forms. 

Cruger  v.  McClaiighry,  61   Id.  642;  *  Gace  v.  Bates,  40  Cal.  384;  O'Con- 

Van  Rensselaer  v.  Barringer,  39  N.  Y.  nor  v.  ICelly,  41  Id.  462. 

9;  IJoaford  v.  Ballard,  39  Id.  147;  see  *McCarty  v.   Hudsons,  24  Wend. 

also  McLeran  v.  Benton,  43  Cal.  468.  291. 

3  Sec  Vemam  v.   Smith,   15  N.  Y.  « Vemam  v.  Smith,  15  N.  Y.  327. 
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did  not  allege  that  the  defendant  took  possession.  The  answer 
set  up  two  defenses:  1.  That  although  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  lease,  represented  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  and  entitled  to  lease  them,  lie  was  not,  but  that  tbe 
premises  were  owned  by  third  parties,  "  to  whom  the  defendant 
was  liable  for  the  use  and  occupation  thereof,"  and  that  no 
estate  or  interest  vested  in  the  defendant  by  the  lease;  2.  That 
the  lease  contained  an  agreement  for  quiet  enjoyment;  th^ 
shortly  after  defendant  entered  into  possession,  one  "W.  brought 
an  action  of  ejectment  against  him,  and  after  defense  recoTered 
judgment  against  bim  for  the  possession,  with  costs;  that  TV. 
made  claim  on  the  defendant  for  mesne  profits  in  a  sum  equal 
to  the  rent  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  defendant  demanded 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  his  damages  by  failure  of  the 
plaintiff's  title.  It  was  held,  on  demurrer  to  the  answer,  that 
since  the  defendant  had  voluntarily  shown  the  fact  of  occupa- 
tion, which  the  plaintiff  had  omitted  to  state,  the  rule  preclud- 
ing the  tenant  from  denying  his  landlord's  title,  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation,  must  be  held  to  ap^ly,  and  that  the  first 
defense  was  insufficient.  If  there  was  any  other  party  who  had 
an  apparent  claim  for  the  use  of  the  premises,  the  defendant 
should  have  sought  a  remedy  by  interpleader.  That  the  second 
defense  was  insufficient,  it  showing  no  eviction.* 

§  3474.  Must  be  Specially  Set  Up.— New  matter  in  de- 
fense, such  as  an  eviction,  must  be  si)ecially  pleaded.*  In  an 
action  for  rent  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff,  dnring 
the  term,  leased  to  another  person  and  excluded  the  defendant 
from  a  part  of  the  premises,  in  the  use  of  which  by  the  second 
lessee  large  quantities  of  water,  etc.,  were  discharged  on  the 
defendants*  part,  and  so  damaged  their  goods  that  they  were 
forced  to  quit  the  premises;  and  they  claimed  damages  therefor 
in  the  action:  it  was  held  that  the  averments  in  the  plea  consti- 
tuted eviction,  and  were  not  set-off.* 

§  3475.    The  Same— Surrender. 

Form  No,  803. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  he  surrendered  to 

the  plaintiff  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  the 
plaintiff  accepted  the  same. 

^  Vemam  y.  Smith,  15  N.  Y.  327.  ant  might  prove  an  eviction  onder  » 

'  Coles  y.  Soulsby,  21  Cal.  47;  over-  plea  substantially  of  nil  debet 

ruling  McLarren  y.   Spalding,  2  Id.  '  Bunwoody  v.  Bayuor,  52  I^  St^ 

410,  where  it  was  held  that  defend-  292. 
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§  3476.    The  Same— A  Defense  to  One  Installment. 

Form  No,  804. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  to  the  last  installment  mentioned  in  the  complaint  the 
defendant  alleges  that  after  the  alleged  lease  was  made  [or  after 
the  alleged  letting],  and  hefore  said  installment  became  due, 
the  plaintiff  evicted  him  from  the  premises,  and  has  ever  since 
kept  him  out  of  the  possession  thereof. 


CHAPTER    XI. 

ANSWERS  UPON  WRITIEN   INSTRUMENTS  FOR  THE  PAYMENT  OF 

MONEY  ONLY. 

§  3477.    Bills  of  Exchange — ^Denial  of  Acceptance. 

Form  No.  805. 
[Title.]  * 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint^  and  denies  that  he 
accepted  the  hill  mentioned  therein.^ 

§  3478.  The  Same— That  Acceptance  ivas  Unauthor- 
ized. 

F&rm  No.  806. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  said  hill  was  made  without  the  authority  or  consent 
of  these  defendants,  and  out  of  the  course  of  their  regular  husi- 
ness,  and  without  consideration  to  them,  accepted  in  their  name 
hy  one  A.  B. ,  fraudulently  pretending  to  act  •  under  their  au- 
thority, hut  who  in  fact  had  no  authority  to  accept  the  same. 
§  3479.    The  Same— Denial  of  Presentment. 

Form  No.  807. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  hill  mentioned  therein  was  never  presented  to  A.  B. , 
as  alleged,  or  at  all. 

§3480.  Presentment— Time— Place.— The  holder  of  a 
check  did  not  present  it  for  payment  until  twenty-five  days  after 
it  was  drawn,  the  drawee  having  failed  meantime.  The  deposit 
with  the  drawee  was  made  in  funds  which  had  hecome  depre- 
ciated, hut  which  did  not  appear  to  have  heen  so  at  the  time  of 
the  deposit.     In  a  suit  on  the  check  as  a  hill  of  exchange,  it  was 

^See  generally  as  to  negotiable  isBorynotes,  etc.,  vol.  1,  and  Cal.  Civil 
paper,  bonds,  bills  of  exchange,  prom-    Code,  sees.  3087-3104. 
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held  that'the  drawer  was  discharged.^  Plaintifr  took  from  her 
debtor's  agent  the  agent's  check  for  the  amount  of  the  debc. 
and  did  not  present  it  for  payment  for  four  weeks.  When  pre- 
sented it  was  dishonored,  but  there  was  a  reasonable  chance, 
though  not  a  certainty,  that  it  would  have  been  x)aid  if  presented 
at  once.  The  debtor,  a  week  after  the  check  was  made,  paid 
his  agent  part  of  the  amount,  the  rest  being  in  the  agent's  hands 
already.  The  agent  absconded.  It  was  held  that  the  debtor 
was  discharged.'  The  mere  fact  that  one  in  a  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith,  and  for  value,  receives  a  check  ten  dap 
after  it  was  drawn  and  dated,  does  not  subject  him  to  the  equi- 
ties between  the  original  parties  to  the  same.'  The  failure  to 
make  presentment  at  the  place  named  would  not  discbaigG  a 
debt,  but  could  only  be  pleaded  in  defense  as  to  the  question  of 
costs  and  damages.*  A  plea  that  a  bill  of  exchange,  on  which 
the  action  is  founded,  was  not  drawn  and  accepted  at  the  place 
alleged,  is  bad  on  demurrer.' 

§  348>.  The  Same — ^That  Acceptanoe  "was  for  Aooom- 
znodation. 

Form  No.  SOS, 

[TiTLK.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

That  he  accepted  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  complaint  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  there  was  never  any 
value  or  consideration  for  the  acceptance  or  payment  of  said 
bill  by  the  defendant. 

§  3482.^  Acoomznodation  Indorser. — ^Accommodation  in- 
dorser  may  set  up  any  defense  available  to  the  maker.*  Bat 
diversion  of  accommodation  note  from  its  original  purpose  is 
no  defense  in  the  mouth  of  the  maker,  unless  injury  to  him  is 
shown.^  The  want  of  consideration  for  the  undertaking  of  a 
maker,  acceptor,  or  indorser  of  a  negotiable  instrument  does 
not  exonerate  him  from  liability  thereon  to  an  indorsee  in  good 
faith  for  a  consideration." 

§  3483.  Authority,  Denial  of.— Where  a  bill  in  equity 
alleges  that  the  defendant  gave  authority  to  A.  to  draw  a  bill  of 
exchange,  the  answer,  to  completely  negative  such  allegation, 
must  deny  the  authority,  and  also  any  subsequent  ratification.' 

»  Willets  V.  Paine,  43  111.  433.  »  Jones  v.  Heaton,  1  McLean.  317. 

'Hopkins  v.  Ware,  L.  R.,  4  Exch.,  •  Sawyer  v.  Chambers,  44  Barh.  42; 

268.  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  312a 

*  Ames  V.  Meriam,  98  Mass.  294.  f  Corbitt  v.  Miller,  43  Barb.  305. 

As  to  how  and  when   presentment  ^  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3122;  see  also 

must  be  made,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  Id.,  sees.  3123,  3124. 

sec.  3131.  *  Clarke's  Exr's  v.  Van  Beimsdjke, 

«  Montgomery  y.  Tutt,  11  Cal.  307.  9  Cranch,  lfi3. 


§  3487.        INSTRUMENTS  FOR  PAYMENT  OP  MONET.  575 

§  3484.  Gheok—- Set-off*.— The  drawee  of  a  cheek  certified 
as  ^'good"  can  not  set  o£F  a  claim  on  the  holder  against  the 
amount  so  transferred.* 

§  3485.  Want  of  Consideration. — An  answer  in  an  action, 
by  an  indorser  of  a  note,  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  gave  no  value 
for  the  note,  but  took  the  same  as  security  for  an  old  debt,  and 
showing  that  the  plaintiff's  indorser  is  indebted  to  the  defend- 
ant, sets  up  no  defense,  and  no  evidence  can  be  admitted  under 
it.  It  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  indorser  was  so  indebted 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  latter  takes 
the  note  free  from  subsequent  equities.'  But  partial  failure  of 
consideration  can  not  be  alleged  in  bar.'  The  defense  of  want 
of  consideration  is  personal  between  the  parties  to  the  original 
transaction.  It  can  not  be  set  up  against  an  independent  liabil- 
ity of  maker  or  indorser  of  negotiable  paper  given  in  payment.^ 
If  a  person  delivers  to  his  agent  a  promissory  note,  with  the 
place  for  the  name  of  the  payee  left  blank,  with  directions  to 
insert  therein  the  name  of  a  bank,  and  have  the  note  discounted 
at  the  bank,  and  with  the  proceeds  pay  another  note  on  which 
the  principal  is  indebted,  and  the  agent  fill  the  blank  with  the 
name  of  the  holder  of  such  other  note,  and  delivers  it  to  him 
in  payment  of  the  other  note,  the  agent  violates  his  authority, 
and  the  note  is  without  consideration  and  void  in  the  hands  of 
the  payee.' 

§  3486.  The  Same  —  Denial  of  Aooeptance,  Present- 
ment,  and  Protest. 

Form  No,  809, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  bill  of  exchange  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was 
not;  presented  for  acceptance  nor  accepted,  as  alleged,  or  at  all, 
and  that  it  was  not  presented  for  payment,  nor  was  it  protested 
for  non-payment. 

§3487.  The  Same — Ck>ntioverting  Excuse  for  Non- 
presentment. 

Form  No,  810, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

1  Brown  v.  Leckie,  43  HI.  497;  Bick-  "  Lewis  v.  McMillan,  41  Barb.  420. 

ford  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Chicago,  *  Gillespie  v.  Torrance,  25  N.  Y. 

42  Id.  238;  Rounds  v.  Smith,  Id.  245.  306;   Delano  v.   Rawson,    10    Bosw. 

'Elwell  V.  Bodge,  38  Barb.  336.  286;  see  also  Agawam  Bank  v.  Eger- 

For  form  of  answer  in  such  a  case,  ton,  Id.  669;  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec. 

see  Rodman  v.  Munson,  13  Id.  64;  3122. 

Dubois  V.  Baker,  40  Id.  556;  Nichols  ^  Beeman  v.  Lovett,  46  Cal.  387. 
V.  Smith,  42  Id.  381. 
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That  any  search  was  made  when  the  said  bill  of  exchange  be- 
came due,  to  discover  the  residence  and  person   of  the  said 

,  at ,  or  elsewhere,  or  at  all,  in  order  that  the 

said  bill  might  be  presented  to  the  said for  payment 

§  3488.  Unreasonable  Delay. — When  an  unreasonabk 
delay  in  the  presentment  of  a  check  is  meant  to  be  relied  on  as 
a  defense  in  an  action  against  the  drawer,  such  delay  should  be 
so  averred  as  to  raise  a  distinct  issue  in  the  answer.'  By  the 
California  civil  code  checks  are  declared  to  be  bills  of  exchange, 
and  subject  to  all  its  provisions  concerning  them,  except  that 
the  drawer  and  indorser  are  exonerated  by  delay  in  preaentment 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  injury  which  they  suffer  thereby;  and 
an  indorsee  after  its  apparent  maturity,  but  without  actual 
notice  of  its  dishonor,  acquires  a  title  equal  to  that  of  an  in* 
dorsee  before  such  period.' 

§  3489.    The  Same — Payment  before  Indorsemeiit. 

Foi-m  No,  811, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  after  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  due,  to 

wit,  on  or  after  the day  of ,  18 . .    [date  of 

maturity],  and  while  said  [drawer]  was  the  holder  thereof,  and 
before  this  action,  the  defendant  satisfied  and  discharged  the 
principal  and  interest  [and  damages]  due  on  said  bill,  by  pay- 
ment to  the  said  [drawer]. 

n.  That  said  [drawer]  indorsed  said  bill  to  the  plaintiff  after 
said  payment,  and  after  the  maturity  thereof.' 

§  3490.    Promissory  Note— Denial  of  Note. 

Form  No.  812, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies  that  he 
made,  executed,  or  delivered  the  note  mentioned  [or  set  forth] 
therein. 

§  3491.  Bona  Fide  Holder.— The  purchaser  of  a  promis- 
sory note  from  the  payee  before  it  is  due  but  after  the  payee  has 
executed  to  the  maker  a  release  of  the  same,  without  knowledcre 
of  such  release,  is  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  he  purchases  for 
less  than  the  face  of  the  note  and  as  a  speculation,  and  although 
by  the  exercise  of  a  little  diligence  he  might  have  ascertained 

^  Harbcck  v.  Craft,  4  Duer,  122.  tious     payment  of    stolen   over-dne 

'  Sees.  3254,  3255.  note  being  available,  see  Cotbram  v. 

^  See,  as  to  consequences  of  omit-  Collins,  29  How.  Pr.  113.     So  also  as 

ting  to  set  up  an  available  defense  of  to  the  defense  that  holder  of  note  has 

part  payment,   Binck  v.    Wood,  43  received  moneys  applicable  to  its  pay- 

Barb.  315.     As  to  defense  of  incau-  ment:  BurnUl  v.  Jones,  7  Boaw.  404. 
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that  the  release  had  been  given.*  Where  a  promissory  note  is 
made  for  the  accommodation  of  the  payee,  but  without  restric- 
tion as  to  its  use,  an  indorser  taking  it  in  good  faith  as  collateral 
security  for  an  antecedent  debt  for  the  payee  and  indorser,  with- 
out other  consideration,  is  a  holder  for  value,  and  may  recover 
thereon  againsf  the  maker.' 

§  3492.  Bankruptcy. — If  the  defendant  plead  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  indorser  in  bar,  a  replication  stating  that  the  note 
was  given  to  the  indorser  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff  is  good,  and 
is  not  a  departure  from  a  declaration  which  alleges  the  note  to 
be  for  value  received.'  The  answer  to  a  suit  on  a  note  set  up 
defendant's  discharge  in  insolvency.  It  was  held  that  under 
section  59  of  the  practice  act,*  it  was  sufficient  to  allege  in  the 
answer  that  a  judgment  had  been  duly  rendered,  discharging 
defendant  from  the  demand  sued  on;  and  that  whether  the  de- 
mand was  sufficiently  described  in  defendant's  schedule  was 
matter  of  evidence,  to  be  determined  at  the  trial  by  inspection 
of  the  record.* 

§  3493.  Ck>llateral  Ck>ntract. — A  contract  made  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  a  promissory  note,  and  which 
clearly  refers  to  it,  may  be  read  in  connection  with  the  note  as 
though  it  were  incorporated  into  it;  and  in  an  action  on  the 
note  by  the  payee  the  maker  may  prove  that  plaintiff  has  violated 
the  contract;  but  the  contract  must  be  pleaded.' 

§  3494.  Ck>nipo8ition. — Where,  to  an  action  upon  a  promis- 
sory note,  an  agreement  of  composition  between  the  debtor  and 
his  creditors,  including  the  plaintiff,  is  relied  upon  as  a  defense, 
such  agreement  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  can  not  be  con- 
sidered under  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction  by  the  giving  of 
new  notes.^  In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,  he  answered  that  the  plaintiff,  with  other  creditors,  signed 
'a  composition  deed,  agreeing  to  exchange  the  notes  they  had 
against  the  defendant  for  other  extended  notes  to  be  drawn  by 
him ;  and  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  the  defendant  called  on 
the  plaintiff  and  offered  him  the  new  notes  which  the  agreement 
provided  for,  but  the  plaintiff  refused  to  receive  them;  but  that 
he  had  not  the  new  notes  drawn  at  the  time  of  the  offer;  to- 
complete  such  defense,  the  party  must  plead  and  prove,  not  only 
tender  of  the  new  notes,  but  also  aver  a  readiness  at  all  times  to> 

1  Schoen  v.  Houghton,  60  Cal.  528.  *  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  456. 

*  Grocers'  Bank  v.  Penfield,  69  N.  'Hanscom  v.  Tower,  17  Cal.  518. 

Y.  602.  •  Goodwin  v.  Nic^erson,  51  Cal.  166.. 

'Wilson    v.    Codinan's     Ex'ra,    3  '  Smith  v.  Owens,  21  Cal.  11. 
Cranch,  193. 
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perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  must  bring  the  new  notes 
thus  tendered  into  court  on  the  trial.^ 

§  3495.  Conoluslon  of  lOLvr, — In  an  action  on  a  pronus- 
Bory  note,  where  the  complaint  contains  a  copy  of  the  same,  a 
denial  of  indebtedness  is  no  denial  at  all.'  A  denial  that  the 
plaintiff  is  **  owner  and  holder"  of  a  note  is  a  (fenial  of  a  con- 
clusion of  law;  and  an  answer  admitting  the  other  facts,  bat 
denying  this,  raises  no  material  issue.'  So  of  an  averment  that 
the  note  in  suit  ''was  obtained  from  the  said  defendant  bj 
fraud,  and  is  without  consideration  and  void.* 

§  3496.  Counter-claini->Set-ofi*. — It  is  enough  if  the  an- 
swer states  a  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff  and  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  arising  out  of  contract  or  transaction  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or 
connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action.^  In  an  action  on  & 
promissory  note,  by  the  payee,  against  one  of  two  joint  and 
several  obligors,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  demand,  as  a  counter- 
claim, for  damages  for  the  unskillful  construction  of  a  mill  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendent,  his  co-obligor,  and  T. ,  for  the 
construction  of  which  the  note  in  suit  was  given  in  p»art  pay- 
ment: it  was  held  that  said  counter-claim  being  for  unliqui- 
dated damages,  and  in  part  a  demand  in  favor  of  a  stranger  to 
the  note  and  suit,  it  was  unavailable  as  a  defense  to  the  action/ 
But  where  the  claim  of  the  defendant  arose  out  of  the  same 
contract  or  transaction  which  is  the  subject  of  plaintiff 's  claim, 
it  may  be  considered  in  the  same  action  though  the  damages  be 
unliquidated.' 

§  3497.  Counter-claim  —  Set-off.  —  Where  a  negotiable 
promissory  note,  not  yet  due,  is  taken  bona  fide  as  coUateial 
security  for  a  pre-existing  debt,  it  is  not  subject  to  any  defense 
existing  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  between  the  parties.' 

§  3498.  Covenant  that  Certain  Sum  is  Due.— The  as- 
signee of  a  promissory  note  who  purchases  it  in  good  faith  before 
it  falls  due,  without  knowledge  that  payments  have  been  made 
on  it,  and  receives  a  covenant  from  the  payee  that  the  sum  he 
pays  for  it  is  due,  can  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  covenant  if 

1  Warburg  v.  Wilcox,  7  Abb.  Pr.  'Allen  v.  Haskins,  6  Duer.  332. 

336.  «  Hock  V.  White,  30  Cal,  299;  King 

*  Kinney  v.  Osborne,  14  Cal.  112;  v.  Wiae,  43  Id.  635. 

Sneed  v.  Wister,  8  Wheat.  690.  '  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  438;  Stoddard 

•Poorman   v.    Mills,  35  Cal.    118;  v.  Treadwell,  26  Cal.  305;  Pattisi»n  v. 

Wedderspoon  v.  Rogers,  32  Id.  669;  Richards,  22  Barb.  14(5;  Wheelock  v. 

but  see  Oliver  v.   Depew,  14  Iowa,  Pacific  P.  G.  Co.,  51  Gal.  226. 

490;  McKnight  v.fHunt,  3  Duer,  615.  **  Payne  v.  Bensley,  8  Cal.  260;  af- 

^  McMurray  v.  Gifford,  5  How.  Pr.  firmed  in  Robinson  v.  Smith,  14  i«i 

14.  94. 
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tbe  amount  is  not  due,  for  he  sustains  no  loss,  as  the  payor  is 
liable  to  him  for  the  face  of  the  note.' 

§  3499.  Delivery. — To  a  complaint  on  a  promissory  note, 
-wliere  plaintiff  alleged  the  making  of  the  note  by  defendant,  and 
delivery  to  plaintiff,  and  the  answer  denied  the  delivery  to 
plaintiff,  it  wall  held  that  denial  raised  the  issue  on  the  making 
of  the  note  so  far  as  making  includes  delivery.' 

§  3500.  Denial  of  Non-payment. — ^A  specific  denial  of  the 
allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  note  was  not  paid,  and  the 
answer  stated  that  on,  etc.,  the  note  had  been  paid,  forms  a 
^ood  issue  between  the  parties.' 

§  3501.  Duress. — A  plea  of  duress  by  the  maker  of  a  note, 
as  against  the  assignee,  is  bad,  unless  there  be  an  averment  of 
notice  to  the  assignee.^ 

§  3502.  Former  Judgmient. — In  an  action  against  an  in- 
clorser  of  a  promissory  note,  a  former  verdict  and  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  in  an  action  where  the  note  was  offered 
in  evidence  under  a  count  on  an  account  stated,  is  no  bar.^ 
Judgment  against  plaintiff,  as  holder  of  a  note  under  one  title, 
is  no  estoppel  to  a  subsequent  suit  upon  it  under  another.' 

§  3503.  Greneral  Issue. — Where  a  declaration  was  upon  a 
joint  note,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  note  was  the 
separate  note  of  one  of  tbe  defendants,  and  was  given  to  and 
accepted  by  the  plaintiff  in  full  satisfaction  of  a  debt,  it  was 
held  that  the  plea  was  bad  upon  special  demurrer,  as  amounting 
to  the  general  issue.^ 

§  3504.  General  Denial. — Suit  was  instituted  on  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  defendants.  The  complaint,  not  verified, 
sets  out  the  note,  and  avers  assignment  thereof  by  payee  to 
.  plaintiff.  The  answer  contained  a  general  denial :  it  was  held 
that  the  answer  does  not  admit  but  denies  the  assignment, 
and  hence  the  plaintiff  must  prove  it,  and  is  not  entitled  to 
judgment  on  the  pleadings.®  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  owner 
and  holder  of  the  note  in  suit  may  be  proved  under  a  general 
denial  of  a  complaint  which  alleges  that  he  is.*  But  a  denial 
that  he  is  the  owner  and  holder  raises  no  material  issue.  ^^    But 

1  Swall  V.  Clarke,  51  Cal.  227.  «  Wheeler  v.  Ruckman,  2  Abb.  Pr., 

2  Russell  V.  Whipple,  2  Cow.  536;    N.  S.,  186. 

Sawyer  v.  Warner,  15  Barb.  286.  ^  Van  Ness  v.  Forrest,  8  Cranch,  30. 

'Van  Giesen    v.    Van   Giesen,    12        ^Hastings v. Dollarhide,  18Cal.390. 
Barb.  520;  see  Farmers*  etc.  Bank  v.         •Hull  v.  Wheeler,  7  Abb.  411. 
Christensen,  51  Cal.  571.  *®  Wedderspoon  v.  Rogers,   3*2  Cal. 

*  McClin tick  V.  Johnson,  1  McLean,  5G9;  Poormau  v.  Mills,  ,35   Id.    118; 
414.  ButterfieM  v.  Macombor,  22  How.  Pr. 

*  Lindell  v.  Liggett,  1  Mo.  432.  150;  Fieury  v.  Rxjget,  5  Sandf.  C4a 
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it  is  otherwise  where  no  indorsement  or  delivery  is  averred.* 
A  complaint  to  subject  to  sale  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  pur- 
chase of  land  held  as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of 
promissory  notes,  where  the  general  denial  is  in  a  paragraph  of 
the  answer,  alleging  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  maker  hat 
merely  an  indorser  of  the  notes,  and  did  not  assign  the  contract 
for  the  sale  of  the  land  to  the  plaintiff,  either  by  delivery  or  in- 
dorsement, is  demurrable.' 

§  3505.  Holder  in  Good  Faith. — A  negotiable  note  taken 
after  maturity  is  taken  subject  to  all  the  equities  between  maker 
and  payee.'  So  with  a  certificate  of  deposit.*  An  indorsee 
after  maturity  takes  the  same  interest  that  the  indorser  had,  and 
his  claim  is  subject  to  the  same  defense.'  But  he  takes  it  free 
from  all  equities  subsisting  between  the  maker  and  any  interme- 
diate holder.^  As  a  general  rule,  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  nego- 
tiable instrument  for  a  valuable  consideration  before  the  same 
.  is  overdue  or  presumptively  dishonored,  and  taken  without 
notice  of  any  facts  which  tend  to  impeach  its  validity  as  between 
antecedent  parties  thereto,  may  recover  thereon,  although  as 
between  such  antecedent  parties  the  legal  validity  of  the  instru- 
ment or  the  title  thereto  may  be  successfully  impeached.'  A 
purchaser  of  a  negotiable  note  before  due,  and  without  notice 
of  payments  made  on  it,  can  collect  the  face  of  the  note  and 
interest.' 

§  3506.  Information  and  Belief. — ^In  a  suit  brought  by  a 
firm  upon  a  note,  an  answer  which  denies  any  knowledge  sizffi- 
cient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  whether  plaintifiTs  comprise  the  firm 
to  whose  order  the  note  was  payable  is  erroneously  stricken  oat' 

§  3507.  Injurious  Diversion  of  Note. — ^An  answer  setting 
up  that  the  note  was  made  as  an  accommodation  note  does  not 
show  a  misappropriation  of  the  note  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
defense,  by  merely  alleging  that  it  was  expected  and  intended 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  proceeds  of  the  note  after  it 
was  negotiated,  and  that  instead  he  had  taken  the  note.  The 
answer  should  show  a  diversion  of  the  note  injurious  to  the  de- 
fendant.'° 

§  3508.    Insufficient  Denials. — The  complaint  set  out  the 
*    note  in  hcec  verba,  and  averred  '^  that  said  note  had  not  been 

»  McKnight  v.  Hunt,  3  Duer,  615;  *  Folsom  v.  Bartlett,  2  CaL  163. 

Metropolitan   Bank   v.   Lord,   4  Id.  •  Hay  ward  v.  Stearns,  39  Cal.  5S. 

630;  S.  C,  1  Abb.  Pr.  185;   Hull  v.  ^  Himmelmann  v.  Hotaling,  40 CaL 

Wheeler  7  Id.  411.  111. 

«  Vaughn  v.  Gushing,  23  Ind.  184.  »  Swall  v.  Clarke,  51  Cal.  227. 

«  Vinton  v.  Crowe,  4  Cal.  309.  'Wales  v.  Chamblin,  19  Mo.  oOa 

*  Coye  V.  Palmer,  16  CaL  158.  "  Corbitt  v.  MUler,  43  BarU.  305. 
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paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,"  etc.;  the  answer  thereto  denied  that 
said  note  had  not  been  paid,  and  further  denied  '^  that  there  is 
due  the  phuntifF  on  said  note  any  sum  of  money  or  anything:"  it 
was  held  that  said  denials  were  of  immaterial  averments  only; 
that  said  answer  raised  no  issue,  and  was  sham  and  irrelevant.^ 
An  answer  by  the  maker  which  admits  the  making  and  dis- 
honor of  the  note,  and  notice  of  non-payment  given  to  the  in- 
dorsers,  and  merely  denies  the  corporate  character  of  the  plaint- 
iffs, the  partnership  of  the  indorsers,  and  plaintiff's  title  to  the 
note,  is  insufficient.'  Where  the  pleadings  are  verified,  and  it 
is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  note  sued  on  was  assigned 
to  plaintiff  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  fact  of  the  assign- 
ment is  not  put  in  issue  by  denying  that  it  was  in  writing  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration.'  Where  the  complaint  contained 
two  counts,  each  upon  a  promissory  note,  an  answer  referring 
simply  to  **  the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint"  was  held  bad 
for  uncertainty.^  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  contained  a  special 
count  on  a  due  bill  and  the  common  counts.  A  special  plea 
commenced  thus:  *^  Now  comes  the  defendant,  and  defends  the 
wrong  and  injury,  etc.,  and  says  that  after  making  and  deliver* 
ing  said  due  bill  in  said  plaintiff 's  first  count  in  said  declara- 
tion mentioned,  to  wit,"  etc.,  proceeding  to  allege  payment  of 
the  bill:  it  was  held  that  the  plea  did  not  purport  to  answer  the 
whole  allegation,  but  only  the  special  count  on  the  due  bill.' 

§  3509.  Lost  Note. — Where,  in  an  action  on  a  lost  note,  a 
verified  complaint  alleges  that  on  a  particular  day  the  note  in 
question  was  made  by  defendant  and  delivered  to  plaintiff,  an 
answer  denying  the  making  and  delivery  of  the  note  on  the  day 
mentioned  is  insufficient.  Such  denial  does  not  reach  the  sub- 
stantial matter  of  the  averment,  and  only  raises  an  immaterial 
issue  as  to  time.*  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  lost  note,  the  com- 
plaint? verified,  alleges  the  loss,  stating  particularly  the  circum- 
stances thereof,  an  answer  denying  that  the  note  was  lost  as 
alleged  does  not  put  in  issue  the  fact  of  loss,  which  is  the  gist 
of  the  averment,  but  only  the  circumstances  of  the  loss,  which 
are  collateral  and  immaterial.^ 

§  3510.  Payment,  What  Constitutes. — ^Where  a  note  was 
taken  in  payment  for  another  note,  it  must  be  averred  that  such 

» Hook  V.  White,  36  Cal.  299.  *  Kneedler  v.  Sternbergh,  10  How. 

?The  People  v.  McCumber,  18  N.  Pr.  67. 
Y.  316;  President  etc.  of  the  Agawam        *  Allen  v.  Brensing,  32  111.  505. 
Bank  v.  Egerton,  10  Bosw.  069.  «  Castro  v.Wetmore,  16  Cal.  370. 

"Ptandolph  v.  Harris,  28  Cal.  561.        'Id. 
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note  was  taken  in  full  satisfaction  and  payment.^  In  suit  on  a 
promissory  note,  an  answer  stating  that  defendant  made  tvo 
payments,  the  last  of  which  extinguished  the  note,  is  sufficient' 
One  who  purchases  a  promissory  note  past  due,  but  which  has 
been  paid  before  the  purchase,  takes  it  subject  to  the  defense  of 
payment.'  The  surrender  of  a  note  is  prima  facie  eridence 
of  payment/  But  if  surrendered  by  mistake,  the  maker  is  still 
liable  for  the  balance  unpaid/  So  an  assignment  to  the  nuiker 
amounts  to  payment/  If  a  promissory  note  is  assigned  bj  the 
payee  before  maturity,  payment  to  the  assignor  is  no  defense  to 
an  action  brought  by  the  assignee  against  the  maker/  But  it 
would  be  a  defense  if  the  payment  were  made  before  assignment 
and  the  assignee  took  with  notice/  Arrangement  between  the 
indorser  and  the  holder  of  a  note  is  not  pleadable  as  a  payment;' 
nor  can  the  indorser  set  up  that  the  holder  of  a  note  past  due 
has  taken  a  fresh  obligation  from  the  maker  merely  as  collateral 
Becurity/"  A  bill  of  sale  made  by  the  payee  of  a  promissory 
note  *'  of  all  debts,  notes,  and  accounts  of  whatever  nature  due 
me,"  is  not  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  note/*  A  plea  to  a 
suit  brought  by  an  assignee,  that  defendant  paid  amount  of  note 
to  assignor  before  he  had  notice  of  assignment,  can  not  be  sus- 
tained against  assignee.  It  should  aver  that  the  payment  was 
made  before  the  note  was  assigned,  or  before  it  was  due.*' 

§  3511.  Practice. — ^If  judgment  is  rendered  against  A.  upon 
several  promissory  notes  signed  by  him,  and  one  of  the  fiotes  is 
also  signed  by  B.  and  C,  who  are  made  parties  defendant,  but 
who  are  not  served  with  process  and  do  not  appear,  B.  and  C. 
may  be  brought  into  court  to  show  cause  why  they  should  not 
be  bound  by  the  judgment  to  the  extent  of  the  note  which  they 
signed,  and  they  may  be  declared  bound  by  it,  A.  having  been 
served,  and  having  permitted  judgment  to  go  against  him  by 
default/" 

§  3512.  Several  Defenses — Sham  Ansixrers. — ^Where  the 
makers  and  several  indorsers  of  a  note  are  sued  in  one  action, 
an  answer  by  the  makers  will  not  inure  as  an  answer  by  the  in- 

'  Homas  v.  McConnell,  3  McLean,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3164,  and  Id., 

381.  sees.  1697-1700. 

» Joy  v.  Cooley,  19  Mo.  645.  'East  Riv.  Bank  v.  Batterwortb, 

>  Elgin  V.  Hill,  27  CaL  372.  45  Barb.  476;  but  see  Jones  v.  Snow, 

*  Smith  V.  Harper,  6  Cal.  329.  1  West  Coast  Rep.  465. 

'  Banks  y.  Marshall,  23  Cal.  223.  ^°  Taylor  v.  Allen,  36  Barb.  294;  aee 

•Gordon  v.  Wansey,  21  Cal.  77.  Wright  v.  Storrs.  32  N.  Y.  691. 

^  Monill  V.   Morrill,  26  Cal.  288;  "  Morrill  v.  MorriU,  26  Cal.  288. 

Patterson   v.   Atherton,   3   McLean,  ^'  Patterson  v.  Atherton,  3  McLean, 

147.  147. 

8  MorriU  V.  Morrill,  26  Cal.  288;  »  Sneath  v.  Griffin,  48  CaL  43& 
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dorser,  nor  will  the  answer  of  one  of  several  indorsers  inure  as 
an  answer  of  the  others/  Defendant  may  deny  that  he  made 
tlie  note,  and  may  also  aver  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  mak- 
ings of  the  note  he  was  an  infant;  although  it  is  true  that  if  he 
never  made  the  note  it  is  quite  immaterial  whether  he  was  an 
infant  or  not.'  He  may  also  set  up  as  a  defense  that  no  consid- 
eration was  ever  given  for  it,  and  as  a  second  defense  set  forth 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  executed  and  came  into 
the  plaintiff's  hands.  It  was  held  that  the  first  branch  of  the  an- 
s-wer  must  bo  interpreted  by  the  second,  and  that  so  interpreted 
it  was  no  defense.'  Where  a  complaint,  in  an  action  on  a  prom- 
issory note,  executed  by  two  defendants,  averred  that  the  de- 
fendants were  partners,  and  that  the  note  was  executed  by  them, 
and  the  answer  simply  denied  that  the  defendants  were  part- 
ners, and  did  not  deny  that  they  executed  the  note,  it  is  the  de- 
nial of  an  immaterial  averment.^  Plaintiff  sued  on  a  note  made 
by  defendants  to  his  order,  the  complaint  not  being  verified,  but 
setting  out  the  note.  Defendants  pleaded  payment.  Plaintiff, 
on  afidavits  that  the  plea  was  false  and  pleaded  in  bad  faith, 
moved  to  strike  out  the  answer,  and^for  judgment.  This  was 
granted.  It  was  held  that  the  ruling  of  the  court  was  right; 
that  under  the  fiftieth  section  of  the  practice  act,*  **  sham  " 
answers  and  defenses  are  such  as  are  good  in  form  but  false  in 
fact,  and  pleaded  in  bad  faith;  and  that  such  answers,  when 
consisting  of  af&rmative  defenses,  should  be  stricken  out.^  In 
a  suit  on  a  note,  the  complaint  containing  the  note  or  a  copy,  a 
denial  of  indebtedness  is  no  denial  at  all.^  So  an  answer  which 
simply  denies  a  legal  conclusion  will  be  struck  out  as  sham." 

§  3513.  Special  Indorsee. — In  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note,  by  a  special  indorsee,  against  the  maker,  the  plaintiff 
must  prove  at  the  trial  the  genuineness  of  the  indorsements, 
although  the  defendant  has  not  denied  their  genuineness  under 
oath.*  A  general  indorsement  is  one  by  which  no  indorsee  is 
named.''*    A  special  indorsement  specifies  the  indorsee." 

§  3514.  Substitution  of  Parties.— On  death  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  action  on  a  promissory  note,  the  substitution  of  admin- 
istrator and  continuance  of  the  suit  subjects  the  proceedings  to 

» Alfred  v.  Watkins,  1  Edm.  369.  *Wedder8poonv.Rogers,32Cal.569. 

aMott  V.  Burnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  »Grogan  v.  Ruckle,  1  Cal.  158;  re- 

50.  considered  and  affirmed  in  Uastinga  v. 

»  Ryle  V.  Harrington,  4  Abb.  Pr.  421.  DolUrhide,  18  Cal.  390. 

*\Vhit\vell  V.  Thomas,  9  Cal.  499.  »°Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3112. 

»Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  453.  "  Id.,  sea.  3113.     As  to  liability  ot 

*Goatorfs  v.  Taaffe,  18  Cal.  385.  an  indorser  "without  recourse,"  see 

'  Kinney  v.  Osborne,  14  Cal.  112.  Id.,  sec.  3118. 
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such  roles  as  are  applicable  for  the  collection  of  daims  against 
the  estate  of  a  deceased  person.^ 

§  3515.  Surety. — Where  a  promissory  note  is  aigned  by 
two  persons  in  the  same  manner,  with  nothing  on  the  face  of 
the  note  to  show  that  one  was  merely  a  surety,  he  can  not  set 
up  in  defense  that  he  was  such,  and  that  the  plaintifr  had  not 
sued  in  due  time,  and  had  given  no  notice  of  demand  and  pro- 
test.* 

§  8516.  Tender.— That  the  maker  of  a  note,  payable  at  a 
particular  place,  was  ready  at  the  time  and  place  to  pay  is  mat- 
ter of  affirmative  defense.'  So  also  a  bill  of  exchange,  as  against 
the  acceptor  thereof.*  It  would  seem  that  in  New  York  it  is 
essential  to  an  answer  setting  up  a  tender  to  aver  that  the  money 
had  been  actually  brought  into  court.* 

§  3517.  Verification. — ^A  copy  of  the  note  sued  on  being 
attached  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  complaint,  the  answer,  not 
verified,  admits  the  genuineness  and  due  execution  of  the  note, 
and  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  judgment.* 

§  3518.    Denial  of  Indorsement. 

Form  No.  813. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  he  did  not  indorse  the  note  mentioned  therein. 
§  3519.  Denial  of  Indorsement. — In  New  York,  a  denial 
of  indorsement  and  delivery  of  note  by  the  payee  to  the  plaintiff 
forms  a  material  issue. ^  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  an 
answer  denying  the  indorsement  of  the  note  does  not  pnt  in 
issue  the  partnership."  The  action  being  to  charge  the  defend- 
ants as  indorsers,  the  allegation  of  their  partnership  is  material.* 
A  plea  that  the  defendant  who  is  sued  as  principal  indorsed  the 
note  as  guarantor,  and  not  as  principal,  is  good  on  demurrer.^* 
A  defendant  is  not  required  to  deny  under  oath  a  matter  of 
which  he  is  not  presumed  to  have  any  knowledge,  and  though 
the*genuineness  and  due  execution  of  a  note  is  admitted  if  not 

1  Myers  v.  Mott,  29  Cal.  359;  see  »Hill  v.  Place,  6  Abb.  Pr,,  N.  S., 

Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1602.  18. 

'Kritzer  V.  Mills,  9  Cal.  21.  «Hom  v.  Volcano  Water  Co.%  13 

'Kendall  v.  Badger,  1  McAll.  623;  Cal.  62;  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec  447. 

Wolcott,  Adm'r,  v.  Van  Santvoord,  ^  Sherman  v.  Bushncll,  7  How.  Pr. 

17  Johns.  248;  Caldwell  v.  Cassidy,  8  171;  Caswell  v.  Bushnell,  14  BarU 

Cow.  271;  Troy  City  Bank  v.  Grant,  393. 

Hill    &    D.   Supp.  119;    Haxton  v.  "Anable  t.  Steam  Engine  Ca,  16 

Bishop,  3  Wend.  13.  Abb.  Pr.  286. 

*Foden  v.   Sharp,  4  Johns.    183;  'Id. 

Green   v.  Goings,  7   Barb.   652;    17  *^  Dibble  v.  Doncan,  2  McLean,  553; 

Mass.  389;  Gay  v.  Paine,  5  How.  Pr.  compare  Janney  v.  Geiger,  1  Craach 

107;  Wallace  v.  M'ConneU,  13  Pet.  136.  C.  C.  647. 
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specifically  denied,  yet  it  is  otherwise  with  the  indorsement 
wliere  the  defendant  was  not  privy  thereto,  as  the  indorsement 
is  alleged  merely  to  show  the  deraignment  of  title  to  the  instru- 
taent  sued  on.^ 

§  3520.  Indorser,  Liability  of. — The  contract  of  one  who 
indorses  a  promissory  note  after  it  falls  due,  and  as  additional 
security  to  prevent  legal  proceedings  being  taken  against  the 
payee  and  indorser,  is  that  of  a  guarantor,  and  even  if  based  on 
a  valid  consideration,  is  fatally  defective,  unless  the  writing 
express  the  consideration.'  A  guarantor  is  entitled  to  notice  of 
non-payment.' 

§  3521.  Partnership — Insufficient  Denial. — A  complaint, 
stating  a  promissory  note,  whereby  the  maker  promised  to  pay 
the  defendant  named,  "doing  business  under  the  partnership 
name  or  firm  of  C.  J.  &  Co.,"  and  that  said  note  was  **  duly  in- 
dorsed by  said  defendant  by  their  said  partnership  name,"  suffi- 
ciently avers  the  partnership;  and  an  answer  thereto  denying 
*  *  the  indorsement  in  the  complaint  alleged "  does  not  put  the 
partnership  in  issue.  Hence,  under  such  pleadings,  evidence 
offered  by  one  of  the  defendants  that  he  was  never  a  member 
of  the  firm  of  C.  J.  &  Co.  is  inadmissible.* 

§  3522.    That  Defendant  Indorsed  as  Agent. 

Form  No.  8I4, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  did  not  indorse  the  note  mentioned  therein,  and 
that  the  said  note  was  not  protested  for  non-payment. 

II.  The  defendant  alleges  that  the  following  is  a  true  copy 
of  the  promissory  note  made  by  the  said  firm  of  B.  &  Co. ,  and 
on  which  this  action  is  brought  [copy  of  note  and  indorsement, 
with  addition  of  ''  treasurer"  to  defendant's  signature]. 

III.  That  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  indorsement  of  said 
note,  this  defendant  was  the  treasurer  of  the  Com- 
pany, at ,  a  foreign  corporation,  duly  incorporated  by 

and  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of ;  and  that  he  was 

authorized  by  them  to  receive  the  said  note,  and  to  indorse  the 
same  tb  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  treasurer;  of  all  which  facts  the 
plaintiffs  had  notice. 

lY.  That  said  corporation  was,  at  the  time  of  said  indorse- 
ment, indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  to  the  amount  of 

1  Mahe  v.  Reynolds,  38  Cal.  560;  *Anable  v.  Conklin,  25  N.  Y.  470; 

Youngs  V.  Bell,  4  Id.  201.  affirming  S.  C,  sub  nom.  Anable  v. 

« Crooks  V.  TuUy,  50  CaL  254.  Steam  Engine  Company,  16  Abb.  Pr. 

'  Id.     But  see,  as  to  changes  made  286. 
in  this  rule,  Cal.  CivUCode,  sec.  2807. 
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dollars,  for  [state  what] ;  and  said  note  was  received  by  him  as 
such  treasurer,  and  not  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  was  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiffs  as  an  obligation  of  the  said  corpotation. 
on  account  of  said  precedent  debt  due  to  them  from  the  said 
corporation,  and  for  and  on  account  of  no  other  consideration 
whatever,  and  that  the  defendant  received  no  consideration 
therefor.* 
§  3523.    Denial  of  Presentment. 

Form  No,  815. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  bill  mentioned  therein  was  never  presented  to  A.  B., 
etc. 

§  3524.  Controverting  Prentment,  Waiver  of. — ^That  the 
maker  of  the  note  payable  at  a  particular  place  was  ready  at 
the  time  and  place  to  pay  is  matter  of  affirmative  defense.'  A 
denial  of  the  allegation  of  presentment  and  non-payment  of  note 
is  sufficient.'  If  the  indorser  of  a  promissory  note,  after  it  faKs 
due,  promises  to  pay  the  same,  with  a  knowledge  that  the  holder 
has  failed  to  make  demand  of  payment  and  give  notice  of  non- 
payment, the  promise  dispenses  with  the  uecessiiy  of  demand 
and  notice.* 

§  3525.    Denial  of  Notice  of  Dishonor. 

Form  No.  816. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  notice  of  dishonor  of  the  note  [or  bill  of  exchange]  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint  was  not  given  to  him. 

§  3526.  Notice  of  Protest. — The  denial  in  a  verified  answer 
of  the  indorsers,  in  action  on  a  promissory  note,  that  notice  of 
protest  was  received  by  them,  is  not  a  sufficient  denial  ihaX 
notice  was  given.* 

§  3527.    Alteration  of  the  Instrument. 

Form  No,  817. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  after  the  making  [or  acceptance]  and  issue  of  said  note 

^  This  form  is  from  Abbotts'  Forms,        *  Dickerson  v.  Kimbal,   1  Code  R. 

No.   83.3,   and  is   in    sabstance    the  49. 

answer  in  Babcock  v.  Beman,  UN.         *  Curtis  v.    Spragne,  51  Cat  239; 

Y.  200.     The  defendant  should  aver  Bryant  v.  Wilcox,  49  Id.  47. 
and  prove  the  authority  under  which        *  As  to  form  of  notice,  service,  etf., 

he  acted,  and  show  that  the  plaintiffs  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  3142  et  seq.; 

have  a  right  of  action  against  some  Kdgerton    v.    Smith,    3    Dner,   UN: 

other  i>ei'8on:  White  v.  Skinner,  13  Arnold  v.  Rock  River  Valley  Union 

Johns.  307.  R.  R.  Co.,  5  Id.  207;  comjKire  Bumll 

^  Kendall  v.  Badger,  1  McAll.  523.  v.  De  Groot,  5  Id.  379.  3b2. 
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for  bill],  and  before  this  action,  the  same  was  materially  altered, 
without  the  cod  sent  of  the  defendant,  by  adding  the  signature 
of  A.  B.  as  a  joint  maker  thereof  [or  by  cutting  off  the  signature 
of  A.  B.  as  a  joint  maker  thereof,  or  by  adding  the  words  "  pay- 
able at ,"  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be]. 

§  3528.  Alteration. — ^An  answer  to  a  suit  on  a  promissory 
note  by  the  assignee,  which  sets  up  as  one  defense:  1.  That 
the  note  was  made  payable  to  order,  and  was  afterwards  fraudu- 
lently altered  by  inserting  the  word  "bearer,"  in  lieu  of  the 
word  "order;"  2.  That  the  defendant  paid  the  note  before  as- 
signment to  plaintiff  after  maturity,  etc. — it  was  held  not  fatally 
defective.'  Where  an  answer  contains  an  allegation  of  alteration 
of  an  instrument,  it  must  state  that  such  alteration  was  made  with 
the  knowledge  or  consent  or  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff.* 

§  3529.    Usury  as  a  Defense  upon  a  Note. 

Form  No.  818, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  note  mentioned  therein  was  given  to  the  plaintiff 
in  pursuance  of  a  mutual  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  that  the  plaintiff  should  lend  the  defendant  money 
at  the  rate  of  [ten]  per  centum  per  annum. 

II.  That  the  defendant  received  from  the  plaintiff 

dollars  only  as  consideration  for  the  said  note,  the  plaintiff 
retaining dollars  as  interest  thereon.' 

§  3530.  Foreign  Usury  La^TV-s. — To  set  up  the  defense 
that  a  foreign  contract  is  void  by  foreign  usury  laws,  defendant 
should  first  state  what  those  laws  were  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action, and  then  set  out  the  facts  which  rendered  the  securities 
void,  according  to  those  laws.*  A  general  allegation  of  usury  is 
not  enough;  the  answer  should  state  what  the  usurious  agree- 
ment was,  and  between  whom  it  was  made,  and  the  amount  of 
the  usury  ^  as  well  as  the  amount  of  the  loan.'  The  rate  should 
be  stated  with  de£niteness.^ 

§  3531.  Ho"^  Alleged. — It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in 
terms  that  the  transaction  was  "usurious"  or  ** corrupt,"  if 
facts  which  amount  to  usuiy  are  stated  with  suficient  certainty.' 

» Sherman  V.  Rollberg,  11  Cal.   38.  *  Manning  v.  Tyler,  21  N.  Y.  567; 

'Humphreys  v.  Crane,  5  Cal.   173.  Griggs  v.  Howe,  31  Barb.  100. 

For  form  of  answer  for  mistake  in  *  8malley  v.  Doughty,  6  Bosw.  66. 

amount  of  note,  see  Seeley  v.  Kngell,  ^  Dagal  v.  Simmons,  23  N.  Y.  -491. 

13  N.  Y.  542.  »  Miller  v.  Schuyler,  20  N.  V.  522. 

'  In   California  there  is  no  usury  For  a  form  of  answer  of  usury,  in  the 

laws.     This  defense  is  not  available  transfer  of  an  accommodution   note, 

therefore  in  such  state.  see  Cathin  v.  (runter,  11  Id.  368;  ap- 

*  Curtis  V.  fasten,'  11  Paige,  15.  proved  in  Manning  v.  Tyler,  21  Id.  507. 
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An  answer  pleading  usury  in  the  discount  by  the  plaintiff  sboold 
show  that  the  note  never  had  any  valid  existence  as  a  contri'-t 
or  promise  to  pay  at  the  time  it  was  discounted  by  the  pLainlif/ 
An  allegation  that  one  received  goods  "without  paying  atj 
consideration  therefor "  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that  the  a^l- 
vances  made  by  him  were  at  a  usurious  rate  of  interest.'  TJsarr 
is  a  defense  which  can  not  be  made  available  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause  unless  it  is  specially  pleaded.'  Usury  can  no  longer  l>r 
proved  under  a  denial  of  making  the  contract.  Evidence  of  it 
in  the  transfer  of  a  tiote,  if  not  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  is  in- 
admissible, even  as  a  circumstance  to  show  that  the  holder  did 
not  take  the  note  in  good  faith. ^ 

§  3532.  Usury  as  a  Defense. — To  a  complaint  on  a  note, 
the  answer  of  an  indorser  alleged  usury,  and  demanded  judg- 
ment that  his  name  be  canceled  and  discharged  from  the  note: 
it  was  held  that  the  answer  was  not  to  be  deemed  as  setting  cp 
a  counter-claim,  so  that  failure  to  reply  admitted  its  allegations. 
"When  the  facts  alleged  may  possibly  constitute  a  counter-claini, 
but  are  such  as  always  constitute  a  flat  bar  at  law  to  the  action, 
they  should  be  deemed  to  be  set  up  as  a  defense  merely,  uuletjs 
the  answer  expressly  states  that  they  are  set  up  by  way  ef 
counter-claim.  To  preclude  a  plaintiff  from  recovery,  on  tLe 
idea  that  he  has  admitted  the  allegations  of  such  an  answer  to 
be  true  by  omitting  to  reply  to  it,  when  the  same  allegations 
viewed  merely  as  a  defense  would  be  put  at  issue  by  the  code, 
would  operate  as  a  surprise  in  all  actions  in  which  the  defense 
of  usury  is  interposed.* 

§  3533.  That  the  Note  was  for  Goods  Sold  by  Meaos 
of  Deoeit. 

Form  No,  819. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  [Allege  sale  as  in  case  of  an  action  for  damages  for  deceit.] 

n.  That  said  note  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  without  aiij 
other  consideration  than  said  [sale]. 

That  immediately  on  discovering  said  fraud,  the  deiendant 
rescinded  said  [contract],  and  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  all  that 
he  had  received  under  said  contract,  upon  condition  of  his  re- 
turning said  note,  which  the  plaintiff  refused  to  do. 

*  Burrall  v.  Bowen,  21  How,  Pr.  378.  *  Scott  v.  Johnson,  5  Bosw.  213. 

»  Williama  v.  Birch,  6  Bosw.  299.  *  Burrall  v.  De  Groot,  5  Ihier,  371*; 

^  Morford  v.  Davis,  28  N.  Y.  481.  For  and  see  Gildersleeve  v.  Mahony,  5 1*^ 

a  sufficient  statement  of  such  defense,  383,  385. 
seeButterworthv.  Pecare,8Bosw.671. 
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§  3534.  Deceit. — It  is  no  defense  to  a  note  given  by  one 
partner  to  the  other  for  his  interest  in  land  held  jointly  by  both 
that  the  payee  of  the  note  had  deceived  his  partner,  the  maker, 
in  the  division  of  partnership  stocji:,  and  was  indebted  therefor 
in  an  amount  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  sum  due  on  the  note.^ 
When  such  a  defense  was  set  up  in  the  answer,  in  an  action  on 
the  note,  it  was  held  that  all  of  the  answer,  except  that  portion 
admitting  the  execution  of  the  note  and  denying  the  indebted- 
ness, was  properly  stricken  out.'  The  defense  of  false  and 
fraudulent  representation  as  to  value  is  not  available,  unless 
the  seUer  knew  or  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  represenia- 
tions  were  untrue.* 

§  3535.    Illegal  Interest  in  Note. 

F<yrm  No.  820. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

As  to  the  sum  of dollars,  parcel  of  said  sum  of 

dollars,  in  said  complaint  demanded,  the  said  defendant  admits 
that  he  owes  the  said  sum  of dollars  to  the  said  plaint- 
iff; but  as  to  the  sum  of dollars,  the  residue  of  the 

said  sum  of dollars,  the  said  defendant  says  that  the 

said  promissory  note  in  the  complaint  mentioned  was  given  by 

the  said  defendant  to  the  said  plaintiff  for  the  loan  of 

dollars  for years,  and  no  more;  and  that  the  said  sum 

of dollars  was  included  in  said  note,  as  interest  on  the 

said  sum  of dollars  for  the  said  term  of years, 

at  the  rate  of per  cent  per  anniun.* 

§  3536.    Fraud— Note  Procured  by  Fraud. 

Form  No,  821. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  the  note  in  the  complaint  set  forth  was 
made,  he  was  indebted  to  one  E.  F. ,  by  book-account,  in  the 
sum  of dollars. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  falsely  and  fraudulently  rep- 
resented to  the  defendant  that  he  was  the  owner  and  assignee 
of  said  account  and  indebtedness,  and  thereby,  and  without  any 
consideration  whatever,  induced  the  defendant  to  make  said 
note  to  him  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  said  account. 

III.  That  the  said  representations  were  false,  and  that  the 

^  Case  V.  Maxey,  6  Cal.  276.  statnte  which  forfeits  only  the  nsuri- 

*  Id.  oas  interest:  From  Nash's  Ohio  PI.  & 

*  Davidson  v.  Jordan,  47  Cal.  351.  Pr.  311. 
^This  form  is   applicable  under  a 


590 


FORMS  OF  ANSWERS. 


§  3537. 


plaintiff  never  was  the  owner  or  assignee  of  said  account,  Bcr 
had  he  any  beneficial  interest  in  the  same. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  was  misled  by  said  false  representa- 
tions [or,  that  the  belief  of  the  defendant  in  the  truth  of  saiJ 
representations  induced  him  to  make  said  note]. 

§  3537.  Fraud. — In  an  action  on  a  negotiable  note,  by  the 
payee  against  the  maker,  a  plea  which  amounts  to  an  averment 
of  fraud  on  the  part  of  both  parties  and  a  third  person,  with  a 
view  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  latter,  is  bad,  as  it  tenders 
an  issue  foreign  to  the  case.*  In  .such  case  the  court  will  refuse? 
to  enforce  payment,  but  will  leave  the  parties  as  they  are,  no 
matter  which  party  first  exposes  the  fraud.'  Where  the  defense 
set  up  is  that  defendant  executed  said  note  as  the  consideration 
for  a  deed  from  plaintiff  for  certain  land,  under  false  and  fraud- 
ulent representations  that  plaintiff  had  an  interest  therein,  the 
defendant,  if  he  would  avoid  payment,  must  offer  to  surrender 
the  deed  to  be  canceled,  so  that  both  parties  could  have  been 
remitted  to  their  original  rights.'  Where  fraud  is  set  up  as  a 
defense,  the  answer  must  av6r  that  the  defendant  has  done  all 
in  his  power  to  restore  the  plaintiff  to  his  former  condition,  or 
the  fact  can  not  be  proved.* 

§  3538.  Fraud,  hovr  Alleged. — In  defense  to  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  plead,  in  general  terms, 
want  of  consideration,  and  that  the  note  was  obtained  by  fraud; 
the  answer  should  set  out  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
note  was  given,  and  point  out  the  facts  which  constitute  the 
fraud.'  Fraud  can  not  be  alleged  generally.'  To  avoid  the 
contract  sued  on  by  an  answer  setting  up  false  representations, 
it  must  be  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  representations 
were  false,  and  that  the  defendant  was  misled  thereby,  or  th::t 
his  belief  in  their  truth  induced  him  to  enter  into  the  contract' 

§  3539.  Must  be  Specially  Pleaded. — Fraud  can  not  be 
proved  on  the  trial,  if  not  alleged  in  the  pleadings.*  To  a  com- 
plaint in  the  usual  form  upon  a  promissory  note,  an  answer  was 
filed,  admitting  the  signing  of  the  note,  but  averring  that  it  was 
made,  not  on  account  of  an  indebtedness  existing  between  the 


*  Moore  v.  Thompson,  6  Mo.  353. 
«  Ager  V.  Duncan,  50  Cal.  325. 

*  Tisaot  V.  Throckmorton,  6  Cal.  471. 

*  Devendorf  v.  Bcardsley,  23  Barb. 
656. 

*  Oushee  v.  Leavitt,  5  Cal.  160. 

*  McMurray  v.  Gifford,  5  How.  Pr. 
14;  Anderson  v.  Johnson,  3  8andf.  1. 

'  Van  de  Sande  v.  UaLl,  13  Uow. 


Pr.  458;  Palmer  v.  Smedley,  18  Id. 
321.  For  substance  of  a  sufficient 
answer,  setting  up  that  the  dcftmilaat 
was  iuduced  to  make  the  coiitRkrt 
sued  on  by  the  fraud  of  a  hrukerw)K> 
was  the  plainlff 's  agent,  sec  Ca&sani 
V.  Uinman,  0  Bosw.  8. 
*  Ogdcu  V.  Baymoud,  5  Boaw.  1& 
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parties,  but  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  collateral  security 
for  a  debt  due  to  a  third  person  from  the  maker  and  payee 
jointly;  that  the  joint  debt  was  subsequently  paid,  and  that  the 
note,  having  thus  become  functus  officio^  should  have  been  can- 
celed, but  through  fraud  was  taken  and  held  by  the  payee,  and 
transferred  without  consideration  by  him  to  the  plaintiff:  it  was 
held  that  these  allegations  were  not  new  matter,  which,  under 
the  system  of  replication  then  in  force,  was  admitted  by  a  fail- 
ure to  reply;  that  their  only  effect  was  to  deny  that  any  obliga- 
tion of  the  character  counted  upon  in  the  complaint  was  ever 
created  by  the  signing  of  the  instrument,  and  thus  to  traverse 
its  essential  allegations.^  If  a  defendant  would  resist  the  pay- 
ment of  a  promissory  note  given  for  mining  stock,  on  the 
^ound  that  the  seller  made  fraudulent  representations  as  io 
the  value  of  the  mine,  the  answer  should  set  up  the  defense, 
and  aver  either  that  the  stock  was  valueless  to  either  party,  or 
that  the  defendant  had  offered  to  return  it  and  rescind  the  con- 
tract.' 

§  3540.  That  the  Note  was  for  Goods  Sold  on  a  False 
WarrELnty. 

Form  No,  8SS. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  defendant  made,  executed,  and  delivered  the  note 
mentioned  in  the  complaint  for  and  on  account  of  certain  goods 
I  describe  them]  theretofore  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  to  him,  the 
defendant,  under  a  representation  and  warranty  by  the  plaintiff, 
at  the  time  of  so  furnishing  them  made  to  the  defendant,  that 
the  said  goods  were  [state  facts  relative  to  the  warranty]. 

II.  That  the  defendant  then  accepted  and  purchased  said 
goods  for  the  purpose  of  [state  purpose],  trusting  in  the  said 
representation  and  warranty  of  the  plaintiff,  all  of  which  the 
plaintiff  then  well  knew. 

III.  That  the  same  were  not  the  kind  of  goods  purchased, 
nor  such  as  they  were  so  warranted  to  be  by  the  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid,  in  this  [state  wherein],  nor  would  they  answer  the 
purpose  designated. 

IV.  That  the  defendant  upon  the  discovery  that  the  said 
goods  were  not  such  as  they  were  warranted  to  be,  as  aforesaid, 
returned  [or  offered  to  return]  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and  de- 
manded of  the  plaintiff  that  he  return  said  note  to  the  defendant. 
[If  plaintiff  received  the  goods  back,  so  state;  if  he  refused, 

»  Goddard  v.  Fulton,  21  Cal.  430. 

s  Giiford  y.  Carviil,  i9  Cal.  5S9;  see  47  Id.  Sol. 


592  FORMS  OF  ANSWERS.  §  354L 

allege  that  the  goods  are  still  held  by  the  defendant  for  the 
plaintiff,  of  all  which  the  plaintiff  had  notice.] 

§  3541.  Form  of  Plea. — The  nature  of  the  defect  should  be 
stated,'  and  the  extent  of  the  depreciation  caused  by  it,  as 
nearly  as  may  be.'  In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a  note, 
the  defendant  answered,  setting  up  a  failure  of  consideration, 
in  that  the  goods  sold  by  the  plaintiff,  in  payment  for  which  the 
note  was  given,  were  not  of  the  quality  warranted,  and  claimed 
damages  for  the  breach  of  warranty.  It  was  held  that  the  de- 
fense set  up  by  the  answer  did  not  constitute  a  counter-claim, 
and  required  no  reply.*  A  plea  to  an  action  on  a  note  given  for 
merchandise,  which  avers  that  the  goods  purchased  are  of  no 
value  to  the  defendant,  is  not  good.  It  should  show  that  the 
goods  if  they  had  been  returned  to  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  valueless.*  "Where  defendants  gave  their  note  for  a  tract 
of  land  as  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  defendants  might  plead 
the  fact  in  an  action  on  the  notes.^ 

§  3542.    Recoupment  for  Breach  of  Warranty. 

Form  Ko,  8£S, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  said  note  was  not,  before  it  became  due,  trans* 
ferred  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  for  value. 

II.  That  the  said  note  was  made  and  delivered  by  the  de- 
fendant to  one  A.  B. ,  who  was  at  that  time  an  agent  or  servant 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  acting  as  such  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in 
that  transaction,  in  exchange  for  a  quantity  of  cigars^  which 
were  sold  by  sample  to  the  defendant  at  that  time  by  said  A.  B., 
as  such  agent. 

III.  That  when  said  cigars  were  delivered  to  this  defendant, 
they  did  not  correspond  with  the  samples,  and  were  not  worth 
more  than dollars. 

lY.  That  as  soon  as  the  defendant  learned  the  character  of 
said  cigars,  he  offered  to  said  A.  B. ,  as  such  agent,  to  return 
them,  which  he  is  still  ready  and  willing  to  do. 

Wherefore  the  defendant  claims  to  recoup dollars, 

his  damages  in  this  behalf,  from  the  amount  of  the  said  note.* 

§  3543.  Counter-claim— Recoupment. — ^In  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  for  one  hundred  and  twenty  dollars,  the  answer 

'  Castles  V.  Woodhonse,  1  Code  R.  ^  Scudder  v.  Andrews,  2  McLeu, 

71.  464. 

*  Deifendorff  v.  Gage,  7  Barb.  18.  •  This  form,  taken  from  Abbotts' 

*  Nichols  V.  Boerum,  6  Abb.  Pr.  290.  Forms,  No.  870,  is  in  substauce  from 

*  Christy  v.  Caramins,  3  McLean,  Allen  y.  Haskins,  5  Ihier,  33*2.  ' 
386. 
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of  the  defendant,  the  maker,  stated  that  the  note  was  giv^en  on 
the  purchase  of  goods,  that  the  goods  were  not  of  the  quality 
warranted,  and  that  upon  the  discovery  of  their  defects  he 
offered  to  return  them;  and  he  claimed  damages  in  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  dollars,  to  be  recouped  from  the  amount  of  the 
note:  it  was  held,  on  demurrer  to  the  answer,  that  the  answer 
was  not  insuf&cient  because  it  did  not  present  a  defense  to  the 
whole  demand  of  the  plaintiff.  If  there  was  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty, the  defendant  would  have  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  plaintiff.*  A  counter-claim  to  a  set-off  may  be  proved 
without  pleading,  where  there  has  been  no  opportunity  to 
plead  it.* 

§  3544.  That  the  Note  \yas  for  Accommodation,  and 
ivas  Misapplied. 

Form  No.  824. 
[Title.] 

'  The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  note  mentioned  and  described  in  the  complaint 
was  given  by  this  defendant  to  [the  payee]  therein  named,  with- 
out any  other  consideration  than  is  hereinafter  stated. 

II.  That  theretofore  this  defendant  had  loaned  his  promissory 

note  for dollars,  dated  on  the day  of , 

18. . ,  to  said  [payee],  without  consideration,  and  solely  for  the 
accommodation  of  said  [payee] ,  and  upon  his  promise  to  take 
up  and  pay  the  same  at  maturity. 

ITT.  That  the  said  note  fell  due  on  the day  of , 

18. .,  and  that,  at  the  request  of  said  [payee],  this  defendant 
then  gave  him  the  note  in  suit,  for  the  special  purpose  of  en- 
abling him  therewith  to  take  up  and  renew  said  first  note  of 
dollars,  he  paying  the  balance,  and  upon  the  agree- 
ment with  him  that  it  should  be  so  used,  and  not  otherwise. 

IV.  That  the  plaintiff  having  a  claim  then  overdue  against 
the  said  [payee],  he,  said  [payee],  wrongfully  diverted  said  note 
from  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  given,  and  fraudulently  mis- 
applied the  same  by  giving  it  to  the  plaintiff  as  collateral  to 
secure  the  payment  of  said  claim. 

V.  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note  in 
suit  for  a  valuable  consideration;  but  received  the  same  with 
notice  of  the  foregoing  facts,  and  as  collateral  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  an  antecedent  debt,  and  without  paying  any  considera- 
tion therefor. 

^  Allen  V.  Raskins,  5  Duer,  332;  see  also  Beirne  v.  Dord,  1  Seld.  95;  Har* 
gous  V.  Stone,  Id.  72. 

'•*  Uart  V.  Cooper,  47  Cal.  77. 
EsTBE^  Vol.  11—38 
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VI.  This  defendant  denies  each  and  every  allegation  of  the 
complaint  inconsistent  with  the  foregoing  statement.' 

§  3545.  Ascdgmnent  before  Maturity. — II  the  complaint, 
in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  promissory  note  against  the 
maker,  avers  that  the  note  was  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  before  maturity,  and  is  sworn  to,  an 
answer  which  denies  that  the  note  was  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion indorsed  and  delivered  by  the  payee  to  the  plaintifT  before 
maturity,  or  at  any  other  time,  does  not  put  in  issue  the  fact  of 
the  assignment  before  maturity;  but  if  it  puts  in  issue  anything, 
it  is  only  the  allegation  that  the  assignment  was  made  for  a  val- 
uable consideration.'  In  an  action  on  a  note,  a  plea  that  the 
note  has  been  assigned  should  be  supportedt  by  some  proofs 
that  the  beneficial  interest  is  still  in  the  assignee.  Assignments 
are  often  made  to  banks  for  the  mere  purpose  of  collection.' 
Commercial  paper  transferred  before  maturity  as  collateral  se- 
curity for  a  pre-existing  debt  is  'not  subject  to  the  defenses  of 
payor  against  payee.* 

§  3546.  Real  Party  in  Interest. — That  plaintiff  is  not  the 
holder  and  owner  of  a  note,  nor  the  real  party  in  interest,  should 
be  specially  alleged,  showing  how  and  why  he  is  not  the  real 
party  in  interest.^  It  is  not  a  good  plea  to  allege  that  a  note 
sued  on  is  the  property  of  another,  and  not  of  the  plaintiff, 
without  showing  some  substantial  matter  of  defense  against  the 
one  asserted  to  be  the  owner,  and  which  could  not  be  set  up 
against  the  plaintiff.'  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  if 
it  appears  that  the  legal  title  is  wholly  in  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
error  for  the  court  to  permit  another  to  be  joined  with  him  as 
plaintiff,  although  such  other  may  have  an  equitable  right  to  a 
part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  note  when  collected.^ 

§  3547.  Want  of  (Consideration. — A  plea  of  want  of  con- 
sideration, in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  must,  besides 
showing  the  circumstances,  distinctly  allege  that  there  was  no 
other  consideration  than  that  mentioned."  Under  an  answer 
merely  averring  that  the  note  was  void  for  want  of  considera- 

*  This  form  is  from  Abbotts'  Fonns,  compare  Hartshorn  v.  Green's  Adm'r 

No.  864.    It  constitutes  prima  ft  fcie  a  1  Minn.  92. 

good  defense.     It  is  not  necessary  to        *  Payne  v.  Bensley,  S  Cal.  260;  X«' 

allege  that  defendant  has  been  injured  glee  v.  Lyman,  14  Id.  450. 
by  the  diversion.     It  is  incumbent        *  Arthur  v.    Eeales,    1   Exch.  60**: 

upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  has  Fraser  v.  Welsh,  8  Mee.  &  W.  6*29: 

not  been  injured:  Rochester  v.  Taylor,  De  Santes  v.  Searle,  1 1  How.  Pr.  477. 
23  Barb.  18.  «  Gushee  v.  Lcavitt,  5  Cal.  160l 

•-'  MoiriU  V.  Morrill,  26  Cal.  288.  '  Curtis  v.  Sprague,  51  Cal.  239. 

•Conant  v.  Wills,  1  McLean,  427;        'Boden  v.  Wright,  12  C.  IJ.  445. 
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tion,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are  no^i^bonajide  holders,  the  defense 
of  usury,  though  it  appears  by  the  evidence  on  the  trial,  is  not 
available.^  A  partial  failure  of  consideration  can  not  be  pleaded 
ill  bar  of  an  action  upon  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  money  of 
land.' 

^  MechaDics'  Bank  of  Williamsburgh  v.  Foster.  44  Barb.  87;  S.  C,  19  Abb. 
Pr.  47;  S.  C,  29  How.  Pr.  408. 
'^  Keese  v.  Gordon,  19  Cal.  147. 


SUBDIVISIO]^  SECOKD. 

ON  BREACHES  OP  COiJTRACTS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

ON  BUILDING  CONTRACTS. 


§  3548.  Work  not  Finished,  and  Architeot's  Certificate 
not  Obtained. 

-Fbrm  No.  826, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  said  work  was  not  completed,  in  a  good  and  work- 
manlike manner,  on  or  before  the  day  limited  therefor,  in  the 
contract  set  forth  in  the  complaint;  but  on  the  contrarr,  the 
said  work  on  that  day,  and  from  thence  to  the  commenceiuent 
of  this  action,  was  and  still  is  incomplete  and  unfinished. 

n.  That  no  certificate  from  the  said  architect,  that  the  said 
work  had  been  completed  to  his  satisfaction,  was  obtained  bj 
the  plaintiff  before  this  action. 

§  3549.  Ck>unter-claims. — ^Plaintiff  sues  for  balance  due  on 
a  contract  for  erecting  a  building,  and  a  small  sum  for  extn 
work.  Defendant  seeks  to  offset  a  claim  for  two  and  one  third 
months'  rent  lost  by  him,  because  of  the  neglect  of  plaintiff  to 
finish  the  building  within  the  time  specified  in  the  contract, 
defendant  having,  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  leased  the  build- 
ing to  responsible  tenants,  the  lease  to  take  effect  from  the  time 
named  in  the  contract  for  its  completion:  it  was  held  that  de- 
fendant can  not  offset  his  rents,  because  the  circumstances  show 
that  the  contract  was  modified  by  the  parties  as  to  the  time  for 
the  completion  of  the  building.^  The  architect's  certificate  is 
for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  and  may  be  waived  by  him,  at  his 
option,  and  other  proofs  of  the  required  fact  accepted.'  If  & 
contract  provides  that  the  contractor  shall  not  deviate  from  the 
written  contract,  nor  receive  pay  for  extra  work,  unless  a  written 
order  for  the  same  is  signed  by  the  engineer,  the  contractor  can 

1  McGinley  v.  Hardy,  18  CaL  115.  '  Blethen  v.  BUke,  44  CaL  117. 
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not  recover  for  extra  work  done  on  the  verbal  order  of  the  en- 
gineer, even  if  the  contract  declares  that  the  engineer  may  direct 
alterations  in  and  additions  to  the  work.^  That  the  work  was 
done  in  an  unworkmanlike  manner  must  be  specially  set  up  in 
the  answer.' 


CHAPTER  IL 

ON  CHARTER  PARTIEa 

§  3550.    Denial  of  Offer  to  Perform. 

Form  No.  826. 
[Tttlb.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  at  the  time  £xed  by  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the 
complaint,  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  or  willing,  or  in  a  con- 
dition, to  receive  the  merchandise  mentioned  in  the  said  agree- 
ment [or  any  part  thereof]. 

§  3551.  Detention  Occasioned  by  Misconduct. — No 
demurrage  can  be  recovered  by  an  owner  for  a  detention  occa- 
sioned either  by  the  misconduct  of  the  master,  for  which  the 
owner  alone  was  answerable,  or  to  avoid  danger,  and  not  by 
any  misconduct  or  any  breach  of  covenant  by  the  charterer.' 


CHAPTER  in. 

ON  COVENANTS. 

§  3552.    Denial  of  Covenant. 

Form  No.  8f^. 
[Tttle.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  he  did  not  covenant  or  agree  with  the  plaintiff  as  alleged, 
or  at  all.* 

^  White  V.  S.  R.  &  S.  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  petent  to  show  a  variance  between 

50  Cal.  417.     Ab  to  time  in  building  the  deed  offered  in  evidence  and  that 

contracts,  see  Front  St.  M.  &  O.  R.R.  declared  on:  Treat  v.  Brush,  11  Mo. 

Co.  V.  Butler,  50  Id.  574.  310.     What  defenses  are  admissible 

'Kendall  v.  Vallejo,    1   Cal.   371;  in  actions  of  covenants,  see  Wilder 

Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Id.  22;  Laraway  v.   Adams,    2  Woodb.    &    M.    329; 

V.  Perkins,  10  N.  Y.  371.  United    States    v.    Clarke,   Hempst. 

*  Uooe   V.   Groverman,   1    Cranch,  315;  Gill  v.   Patton,  1  Cranch  C.  C. 

214.  143;  Wise's  Ex'r  v.  Resler's  Ex%  2 

*Uudera  pleaof  non  <?/r«/ac/Mm  to  LI.   182;   Scott   v.   Limt,  3  Id.  285; 

an    action  of   covenant,   it    is  com-  Kurtz  v.  Bocker,  5  Id.  G71. 
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§  3553.    The  Same— Denial  of  Breach. 

Fwm  No.  828. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 

That  the  defendant  duly  performed  said  covenant  [or  all  the 
conditions  of  said  contract]  on  his  part;  and  [here  state  perform- 
ance, pursuing  the  words  of  the  covenant,  if  it  be  in  the  affirma- 
tive; and  stating  particular  acts,  if  it  be  in  the  alternative,  in 
any  case  where  this  can  be  done  without  too  great  prolixity]. 

§  3554.  Assignment. — A  plea  alleging  an  assignment  of  a 
covenant  to  pay  tent  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  third  person  should 
aver  the  form  of  the  assignment,  whether  verbal  or  in  writing.' 

§  3555.  Comiter-claim. — In  an  action  at  law  to  recover 
damages  for  failure  to  comply  with  a  covenant  to  indenmify 
plaintifif  against  liabilities,  the  defendant  can  not  set  np,  as  :x 
counter-claim,  demands  which  were  matters  of  partnership  be- 
tween the  parties.' 

§  3556.  Performance. — Where  the  plaintiff  has  assigned  & 
particular  breach,  a  general  plea  of  performance,  pursuing  the 
words  of  the  contract,  is  bad.*  Performance  must  be  set  forth 
with  such  certainty  as  to  enable  the  court  to  judge  whether  the 
intent  of  the  covenant  has  been  fulfilled — e.  g,y  the  defendant 
should  aver,  not  that  he  sold,  but  that  he  conveyed,  setting  forth 
the  nature  of  the  conveyance.^  In  Pennsylvania,  the  defend- 
ant may  plead  performance,  with  leave  to  give  in  evidence  any- 
thing which  amounts  to  a  legal  defense,  and  may  introduce  such 
evidence  without  notice  of  the  real  defense  he  intends  to  set  up/ 
Where  the  terms  of  an  agreement  do  not  limit  the  time  within 
which  it  is  to  be  performed,  the  law  implies  that  it  is  to  be  per- 
formed immediately,  or,  at  most,  within  a  reasonable  time.' 


CHAPTER  IV. 

ON   EMPLOYMENT. 

§  3557.    Denial  of  Ck>ntract. 

Form  No.  8i9. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  he  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  as  alleged,  or  at  all. 

» Tliomas  v.  Cox,  6  Mo.  606.  *  Webster  v.  Warren,  2  Wash.  C. 

>  Haskell  v.  Moore,  29  Cal.  437.  C.  456;    compare  Gill  v.  Patton,  1 

*  Bi-adley  v.  Osterlioudt,  13  Johns.  Oranch  C.  C.  14a 

404;  Beach  v.  Barrons,  13  Barb.  305.  ^Breonan  v.  Ford,  46  Cal.  7. 
^  Thomas  v.  Van  Ness,  4  Wend.  549. 
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§  3558.    The  Same— Denial  of  Plaintiff's  Performance. 

Form  No,  830. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  has  not  performed  the  conditions  of  said 
ag'reement  on  his  part;  but,  on  the  contrary,  has  wholly  omit- 
ted [here  state  breach]. 

§  3559.    The  Same — ^Performance  by  Defendant. 

Form  No,  8S1, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  made  the  said  [articles]  furniture,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18.  .•,  delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  in 

every  respect  as  agreed. 

§  3560.    The  Same^Exouse  for  Non-performance. 

Form  No,  832, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  at  the  time  of  making  said  agreement,  the  plaintiffs 
agreed  with  this  defendant,  that,  in  consideration  that  he  would 

deliver  to  them,  at  their  store  in [state  what],  they, 

the  said  plaintiffs,  would  pay  this  defendant  [state  amount,  and 
when  and  where  to  be  paid]. 

II.  That  the  said  plaintiffs  failed  and  refused  to  pay  the  same 
on  the  delivery  of  sai<^  articles  at  said  store. 

§  3561.  Master  and  Servant. — To  an  action  for  breach  of 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  the  defendant,  the  apprentice's 
father,  pleaded  that  the  apprentice  **  was  and  is  prevented  by 
act  of  God,  to  wit,  by  permanent  illness,  happening  and  aris- 
ing after  the  making  of  the  indenture,  from  remaining  with  or 
serving  the  plaintiff  during  all  said  term: "  it  was  held,  on  de- 
murrer, a  good  plea  in  excuse  of  performance,  without  any 
averment  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  illness  before  the. 
commencement  of  the  action.^ 

^  Boast  V.  Firth,  L.  R.,  4C.  P.,  1. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

ON  INDEMNITY. 

§  3562.    Denial  of  Performance. 

Form  No,  8S3, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies : 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  performed  the  conditions,  or  any  of  the 
conditions,  on  his  part  in  the  said  agreement  referred  to  in  the 
complaint. 

II.  [Allege  negligence  in  defending  the  action  for  Trbich  he 
was  sued,  and  want  of  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  pendencr 
of  the  same.]^ 

§  3563.  Liiablllty. — "Where,  upon  the  dissolution  of  two 
copartnerships,  the  defendant  executed  an  agreement  to  indem- 
nify and  keep  L.  [one  of  the  partners]  '^  harmless  from  and 
against  all  debts  due  and  owing  from  the  late  firms : "  it  was 
held  that  under  this  clause  of  the  agreement  the  covenantor 
was  not  liable  until  something  had  been  paid  by  L.' 

§  3564.  Negligent  Defense. — Where  one  holding  an  in- 
demnity against  all  actions  and  all  damage  by  reason  of  a  cer- 
tain claim  is  sued  thereon,  and  having  a  probably  ample  de- 
fense, undertakes  to  defend  it  without  falling  on  the  obligor 
in  the  indemnity,  and  omits  to  set  up  such  defense,  and  bj  utter 
neglect  fails  in  the  suit,  he  can  not  afterwards  enforce  the  in- 
demnity.' 

§  3565. — Release. — ^Defendant  made  a  valid  agreement  with 
three  partners  not  to  do  business  in  a  certain  place;  two  of  said 
partners  sold  out  to  the  third,  and  left  said  place;  said  third 
resold  the  business  to  defendant,  and  released  said  agreement: 
it  was  held  that  the  other  two  partners  could  not  sue  for  a 
breach,  as  the  agreement  was  incident  only  to  the  business.' 

^  As  to  indemnity  by  depositor,  see  « In  re  Negus,  7  Wend.  499;  Wright 

Cal.  Civil  Code,   sec.   1833;  by  em-  v.  Whiting,  40Barb.  235. 

ployer:  Id.,  sees.  1969-1971;  of  trus-  'Bridgeport  Fire  and  Marine  Ins. 

tee:  Id.,  sec.  2273;  of  partner:  Id.,  Co.  v.  Wilson,  7  Bosw.  427. 

sec.   2412;  and  in  general,   see   Id.,  ^  Gompers  v.  Kochester,  56  Pa-  St 

sees.  2772-2781.  194. 
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CHAPTER   VI. 

ON  PROMISE  OF  MARRIAGE^ 

§  8566.    Denial  of  Promise. 

Form  No.  8S4, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  never  promised  to  marry  the  plaintiff. 

§  3567.    Denial  of  Plaintiff's  Readiness  and  OSbr  to 

IVCany. 

Form  No,  836. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  the  plaintiff  has  been  ready  or  willing  to  many  the  defend- 
ant, or  that  she  ever  did  offer  to  many  him  as  alleged,  or  at  all. 
§  3568.    Denial  of  Breach. 

Form  No.  836. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

That  the  defendant  has  refused  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  but 

avers  that  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  and  ever 

since,  he  has  been  ready  and  willing  to  marry  her,  but  at  the 

date  above  mentioned,  and  at  all  times  since  then,  the  plaintiff 

has  refused  to  many  this  defendant. 

§  3569.    That  Plaintiff  was  of  Bad  Character. 

Form  No.  837. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  mentioned  as  the  time  of  said  supposed 
promise  the  plaintiff  was  unchaste. 

n.  That  defendant  was  ignorant  thereof  at  that  time. 

III.  That  upon  being  informed  thereof,  he  refused  to  many 
the  plaintiff. 

§  3570.    Another  Form. 

Form  No.  838. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  mentioned  as  the  time  of  said  supposed 

promise,  and  on  the day  of  ,  18. .,  at , 

the  plaintiff,  without  the  connivance  of  the  defendant,  had  car- 
nal connection  with  one  C.  D. 

II.  That  upon  being  informed  thereof,  he  refused  to  many 
the  plaintiff. 
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§  3571.  Misoonduot. — ^A  special  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  when  relied  upon  as  a  defense,  must  be  pleaded.* 
Neither  party  to  a  contract  to  marry  is  bound  by  a  promise 
made  in  ignorance  of  the  other's  want  of  chastity.'  But  if  this 
defense  is  not  established  by  proof  upon  the  trial,  it  should  be 
considered  by  the  jury  in  aggravation  of  damages.'  Seduction, 
if  alleged  in  the  complaint,  may  be  shown  to  enhance  damages, 
but  not  otherwise.* 

§  3572.  Other  Defenses. — ^An  agreement  by  a  man  to  marnr 
when  a  divorce  should  be  decreed  between  himself  and  bis  wife 
in  a  suit  then  pending  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void.* 
A  man  may  show  in  defense  to  a  suit  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  that  he  was  afflicted  with  an  incurable  disease." 


CHAPTER  Vn. 

ON  SALE  AND  DELIVERY   OF   CHATTELS. 

§  3573.  Explaining  the  Contract,  and  Sho^v^ring  a  Breach 
as  to  Delivery. 

Form  No.  839. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  it  was  a  part  of  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  plaintiff  should  deliver  the  goods  sold  at 

n.  That  the  said  goods  have  not  been  so  delivered. 

§  3574.  Damages  by  Way  of  Recoupment. — ^Damage^ 
sustained  by  a  vendee  of  goods  by  reason  of  his  inability  to 
comply  with  a  contract  made  by  him  with  a  third  person  do 
not  legally  result  from  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  his  vendor  to 
deliver  the  goods  to  him,  and  in  an  action  by  his  vendor  against 
him,  can  not  be  recouped  from  the  plaintiff's  claim,  unless  such 
damages  are  specially  alleged  and  set  forth  in  the  answer.^ 

§  3575.  Disclaimer. — It  is  not  a  sufficient  objection  to  the 
plea  that  it  omits  a  disclaimer  of  the  contract,  and  a  proffer  to 
return  the  property.  If  the  defendant  looked  only  to  a  mitiga- 
tion of  damages,  he  was  not  bound  to  do  either,  and  therefore 
was  not  bound  to  make  such  an  averment  in  his  plea." 

» Button  V.  McAuley,  38  Barb.  413.  Gates  v.  McKinney.  48  Ind.  562;  S. 

«Cal.  Civ.  CcKle,  sec.  62.  C,  17  Am.  Rep.  768. 

»  Thorn  v.  Knapp,  42  N.  Y.  474;  S.  *  Noioe  v.  Brown,  38  N.  J.  L.  22S 

C,  1  Am.  Rep.  601.     See  also  as  to  ^tSprague  v.  Craig,  51 IIL  2SS. 

this  defense,  Von  Storch  v.  Griffin,  77  '  Cole  v.  Swanstou,  1  Cal.  bl. 

Pa.  St.  505.  «>  Withers  v.  Greene,  0  How.  U.  S. 

*Leavitt    v.  Cutler,    37  Wis.   46;  214. 
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§  3576.  Estoppels. — A  party  retaining  goods  delivered  under 
an  executory  contract,  without  objection,  was  held  estopped  from 
afterwards  denying  their  value.  ^  A  transaction  imbued  with  the 
fatal  infirmity  of  being  in  violation  of  law  can  not  be  purged  of 
its  infirmity  by  means  of  an  estoppel.' 

§  3577.  Insufficient  Ans^T^er. — If  the  complaint  avers  the 
sale  and  delivery  to  defendant  of  goods,  and  the  value  of  the 
same,  an  answer  which  denies  the  indebtedness,  but  does  not 
deny  the  facts  of  the  sale  and  delivery  and  amount  of  goods, 
does  not  raise  an  issue,  as  it  only  denies  the  legal  conclusion 
resulting  from  the  facts.' 

§  3578.  Tender. — A  tender  of  warehouse  receipts  for  grain, 
issued  by  responsible  parties,  is  a  sufficient  tender  of  the  grain 
in  Chicago,  unless  objected  to  by  the  other  party  at  the  time.^ 
After  a  sale  at  buyer's  option  within  a  certain  time,  notice  by 
the  buyer  before  the  time  has  expired  that  he  will  not  accept 
the  goods  within  or  at  the  end  of  such  time  waives  a  tender  by 
the  seller.^  A  plea  to  an  action  on  a  bond  to  deliver  goods  at  a 
certain  time  and  place  should  state  that  the  defendant  was  at 
the  place  appointed,  in  person  or  by  his  agent,  ready  to  deliver, 
etc.^ 

§  3579.    The  Same-— Breach  of  Warranty  by  Plaintiff 

Form  No,  840. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
I.  That  the  goods  therein  mentioned  were  warranted  by  the 
plaintiff  to  be  [genuine  French  broadcloth]. 

n.  That  they  were  not  [genuine  French  broadcloth]. 
§  3580.    The  Same,  as  to  Quality. 

Fima  No.  84I. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  it  was  a  part  of  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  wheat  therein  mentioned  should  be  of  a  first- 
class  milHng  quality. 

II.  That  the  said  wheat  was  not  of  a  first-class  milling  quality, 
but  [state  wherein  the  quality  was  defective]. 

§  3581.  Defect  in  Quality.— Where  a  seller  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  agrees  that  if  the  goods  when  delivered  are  inferior  to 
the  sample  they  may  be  exchanged,  it  is  a  conditional  sale,  and 

*  Fisher  v.  Merwin,  1  Daly,  234.  *  McPherson  v.  Walker,  40  HI.  371 ; 

*  Martin  v.  Zellerbach,  38  Cal.  300.  see  White  v.  Dobson,  17  Gratt.  262; 

*  Lightuer  v.  Menzell,  3;*)  Cal.  452.  Millingar  v.  Daly,  56  Pa.  St.  245. 

*  McPherson  v.  Gale,  40  Dl  368.  •  Savary  v.  Goe,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  140. 
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the  inferiority  of  the  goods  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  the 
price.*  A  defect  of  quality  in  goods  sold  does  not,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  warranty,  constitute  a  defense  to  the  note 
given  for  the  price  or  any  part  of  it.  This  rule  applied  where 
the  note  was  that  of  a  third  party.*  Suit  on  note  for  the  pur- 
chase of  land.  Answer  set  up  that  the  note  was  given  for  the 
land,  fencing,  and  building  materials;  that  plaintiff  falsely 
represented  that  there  was  building  material  for  building  a 
barn;  that  this  material  was  so  insufficient  in  quantity  that  it 
cost  six  hundred  dollars  to  buy  more,  etc.  There  were  some 
averments  as  to  the  rotten  condition  of  fences,  which  plaintiff 
represented  to  be  good:  it  was  held  that  defendant,  having  taken 
possession  under  the  contract,  and  retaining  it,  can  not  set  up 
representations,  fraudulent  or  otherwise,  as  to  fences,  they  being 
in  this  case  part  of  the  freehold;  it  was  held  further  that  a  spe- 
cial demurrer  being  put  in  to  the  answer,  it  sets  up  no  defense 
as  to  the  building  material,  because  neither  quantity  nor  value 
is  given.  Plaintiii'  is  responsible,  not  for  what  defendant  paid 
for  lumber,  but  for  the  value  of  lumber  contracted  for  and  not 
delivered,  and  this  at  the  time  of  contracting.' 

§  3582.  Executing  Contracts.— Where  defendants  order 
of  plaintiffs  goods  of  a  certain  description,  which  were  to  be 
procured  by  the  plaintiff  from  abroad,  and  the  goods  delivered 
did  not  answer  the  order,  it  was  held  that  the  doctrine  of  cavt^at 
emptor  had  no  application,  the  contract  being  executory,  and 
defendants  might  recoup  from  the  price  of  the  goods  their  dam- 
ages for  the  defect  in  quality,  although  no  fraud  was  changed 
against  the  plaintiff.*  If  a  drove  of  pigs  are  sold,  with  warranty 
that  they  are  sound,  and  some  of  them  have  an  infectious  dis- 
ease at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  others  take  it  afterwards,  the 
purchaser  may  recoup  the  damage  so  caused,  as  well  after  the 
sale  as  before,  when  sued  for  the  price.^ 

§  3583.  Recoupment. — In  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  there  being  a  warranty  as  to  the  quality  of 
the  goods,  the  breach  of  the  warranty  may  be  relied  on  in  de- 
fense, by  way  of  recoupment,  to  mitigate  the  amount  recovered; 
but  it  is  not  available  as  a  complete  defense  to  the  action.'  The 
plea  of  non  est  factum  is  a  nullity  in  an  action  of  debt  on  simple 
contract.'     The  plea  of  non  estfactvim  did  not  admit  the  plaint- 

1  Fisher  v.  Merwin,  1  Daly,  234.  *Renaud  v.  Peck,  2  Hilt  137. 

2  Gillespie  v.   Tarrance,  25  N.  Y.  *  Bradley  v.  Rea,  14  Allen,  20. 
306;  S.  C.,  4  Bosw.  36;   Delano  v.  « Earl  v.  Bull,  15  Cal.  425. 
Rawson,  10  Id.  286.  '  Gebhart  v.  Fraucis,  32  P^  St  78. 

^  Kinney  v.  Osborne,  14  Cal.  112. 
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iff 's  damages.*  Where  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  obliga- 
tion was  given  for  horses,  which  did  not  prove  to  be  sound  or 
of  as  high  a  pedigree  as  had  been  represented  to  the  seller,  the 
plea  was  admissible  if  the  defendant  looked  only  to  the  mitiga- 
tion of  damages.' 


CHAPTER  VIIL 

ON  SALE   OF  REAL  PROPERTY. 

§  3584.    Denial  of  Agreement. 

Foi-m  No.  843, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  did  not  agree  with  the  plaintiff  as  alleged,  or  at  all. 

S  3585.    Denial  of  PlaintifT's  Performance. 

Form  No.  843, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  has  not  performed  the  conditions  of  said 
agreement  on  his  part';  but,  on  the  contrary,  has  wholly  omitted 
[here  state  breach,  as  if  in  a  complaint  against  him]. 

§  3586.  Fraud. — A  fraud,  or  breach  of  warranty,  must  be 
specially  alleged  in  the  answer,  in  order  to  be  admissible  in 
proof.'  The  mere  fact  that  a  vendor  of  land  was  aware  of  the 
existence  of  a  judgment,  which  was  an  incumbrance  on  the  land 
at  the  time  of  his  sale,  and  failed  to  inform  the  vendee  of  the 
existence  of  such  judgment,  is  not  a  fraud  so  as  to  constitute  a 
defense  to  a  suit  on  a  note  for  the  purchase  money,  where  the 
means  of  information — to  wit,  the  county  records — were  equally 
accessible  to  both  parties.  In  such  case,  if  the  vendee  neglect 
to  inform  himself,  he  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and  can  not  set 
up  his  ignorance  as  a  ground  of  fraud,  unless  by  deceit  or  mis- 
representation he  has  been  misled.* 

§  3587.    The  Same. 

Form  No.  844. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  warranted  the  property  therein  mentioned 
to  be  free  from  all  incumbrances. 

II.  That  there  was  then  and  still  is  a  mortgage  on  the  same, 
in  the  sum  of    dollars,  unsatisfied,  of  record  in  book 

^  Bennett  v.  Brown,  31  Barb.  158.  »  Deifendorfif  v.  Gage,  7  Barb.  18. 

"  Withers  v.  Greene,  9  How.  U.  S.        *  Ward  v.  Packard,  18  CaL  391. 
213. 
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,  page ,  of  mortgages,  in  the  ofiSce  of  the  recorder 

of  the  county  of   ,  in  this  state,  and  the  same  then  was 

and  still  is  a  valid  and  subsisting  lien  and  incumbrance  upon 
the  said  premises.* 

§  3588.  Covenant  against  Inounibranees.— In  order  to 
enable  one  to  maintain  an  action  upon  a  covenant,  there  mu^t 
not  only  be  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  but  some  loss  or  damage 
to  the  covenantee.'  The  weight  of  American  authority  is  that 
a  covenant  against  incumbrances,  as  generally  expressed,  stand- 
ing by  itself  as  a  separate  and  independent  covenant,  is  a  cove- 
nant in  prcesenti,  and  broken,  if  at  all,  at  the  instant  of  its  crea- 
tion, and  does  not  run  with  the  land.*  As  to  an  action  or 
defense,  much  depends  upon  the  form  of  the  covenant.  If 
coupled  with  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  it  is  held  to  be  in 
futuro,  and  to  run  with  the  land.^  If  the  covenant  is  simply 
one  of  indemnity,  the  covenantee  can  only  recover  nominal 
damages,  uifless  he  can  show  actual  damages,  or  that  he  has  had 
to  pay  money  to  remove  it.*  But  if  it  is  to  perform  some  specific 
thing,  or  save  the  covenantee  from  a  charge  or  liability,  the  right 
of  action  is  complete  upon  a  failure  to  do  the  act,  or  when  sach 
charge  or  liability  is  incurred.* 


CHAPTER  IX. 

ON  UNDERTAKINGS,  BONDS,  ETa 

§  3589.    Failure  of  Consideration. 

Farm  No.  845. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  gave  said  undertaking  to  said  A.  B.  solely  in  con- 
sideration of  the  performance  by  said  A.  B.  of  the  covenants 
and  conditions,  upon  his  part,  in  an  agreement  then  made  be- 
tween them,  of  which  agreement  a  copy  is  annexed  as  a  part  of 
this  answer. 

II.  That  this  defendant  duly  performed  all  the  conditions 
thereof  on  his  part. 

»  This  form  is  from  the  New  York  326;  Richard  v.  Bent,  59  Rl.  38;  At- 

cocle  commissioners'  book  of  forms.  desco  Oil  Co.  v.  K.  A.  Mining  and 

-•Swall  T.  CUrke,  61  Cal.  227.  Oil  Co.,  66  Pa.  St.  375,  381. 

»2  Wait's  Pr.  380.  «Part  v.  Jackson,  17  Johns,  230; 

*  Hutchins  v.  Moody,  30  Vt.  658;  Gardner  v.  Niles,  16  Me.  280;  G«n- 

Hall  V.  Dean,  13  Johns.  105.  nings  v.  Norton,  35  Id.  309;  GllU^rt 

5  Churchill  v.  Hunt,  3  Denio,  321,  v.  Wiman,  1  N.  Y.  550. 
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m.  That  the  said  plainifT  [allege  breach  as  in  an  action  upon 
the  contract]. 

§  3590.  Assignment. — Where  a  clerk  of  a  court  was  sued 
upon  his  official  bond,  and  the  breach  alleged  was  that  he  had 
surrendered  certain  goods  without  taking  a  bond  with  good  and 
sufficient  securities,  and  the  plea  was  that  the  bond  which  had 
iDeen  taken  was  assigned  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  brought  suit, 
and  received  large  sums  of  money  in  discharge  of  the  bond, 
this  plea  was  sufficient,  and  a  demurrer  to  it  was  properly  over- 
ruled.' 

§  3591.  Avoidance. — Matters  in  avoidance  of  a  sealed  in- 
strument must  be  pleaded  specially.'  A  plea  which  alleges  that 
the  bond  sued  on  was  obtained  fraudulently;  that  its  considera- 
tion was  the  price  of  chattels  sold  at  auction,  on  which  he,  in 
order  to  induce  bids  by  others,  bid  five  hundred  dollars,  well 
knowing  that  the  said  chattel  was  unsound,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant offered  to  return  the  chattel,  is  good.' 

§  3592.  Consideration  Controverted.— The  law  imports  a 
consideration  to  a  sealed  instrument  from  its  seal.  At  common 
law  a  want  of  consideration  could  not  be  pleaded  to  a  suit  on  a 
sealed  instrument,  the  presumption  of  a  consideration  being 
absolute  and  conclusive.  The  statute  of  this  state  has  not 
altered  the  presumption  of  a  consideration  which  still  accom- 
panies the  instrument,  but  only  modified  the  rule  so  far  as  to 
allow  it  to  be  rebutted  in  the  answer.* 

§  3593.  Date  of  Payment. — ^A  bond  for  the  performance  of 
a  duty,  and  for  an  indemnity,  is  not  within  the  provision  of  that 
statute  which  allows  the  plea  of  payment  after  the  day.^  A  plea 
of  payment  of  part  of  a  bond,  and  acceptance  in  full,  is  bad.' 

§  3594.  Defective  Answer. — In  an  action  on  an  undertak- 
ing executed  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  in  a  judgment 
in  ejectment,  conditioned  to  pay  the  value  of  the  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  premises  pending  the  appeal,  an  answer  setting  up 
that  pending  the  appeal  the  plaintiff  conveyed  a  part  of  the 
premises  to  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  in  the  judgment,  and 
had  leased  portions  to  other  parties,  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  defense.^    Such  answer  failing  to  show 

1  Bevans  v.  Ramsey,  15  How.  U.  S.  tions  between  sealed  aud  unsealed  in- 

179.  Btniments. 

•-'  Greathouse  v.  Duiilap,  3  McLean,         *  Hart  v.  Meeker,  1  Sandf.  623. 
303.  •  Doderick  v.  Leman,  9  Johns.  333; 

'  Casey  v.  Smales,  4  Mo.  77.  but  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  1524, 

*McCarty  v.  Beach,   10  Cal.  461;  1629. 
Wills  V.  Kempt,  17  Id.  98.    Cal.  Civil        »  De  Castro  v.  Clarke,  29  Cal.  11. 
Code,  sec.  1629,  abolishes  all  distinc- 
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when  the  conveyance  was  made,  it  will  be  deemed  not  to  hare 
been  made  until  the  last  day  the  appeal  was  pending^.'  Sucb 
answer  is  also  defective  in  not  stating  that  the  use  and  oecap^ 
tion  of  the  portions  of  the  premises  conveyed  and  leased  was  of 
any  value.'  In  an  action  on  an  undertaking  given  in  suing  out 
an  injunction,  the  defendants  can  not  object,  by  way  of  defenjse. 
that  the  business  which  they  enjoined  was  a  public  nuisance.' 
Conceding  that  there  is  a  necessary  discrepancy  between  the 
condition  and  the  penal  portion  of  the  bond,  it  can  not  be  set 
up  by  the  obligors,  as  the  bond  would  be  single,  and  in  a  suit 
thereon  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  the  full  amount.*  In- 
sanity is  not  a  defense  on  an  injunction  bond,  it  not  appearing 
that  plaintiff  knew  the  fact.^  A  defendant  can  not  plead  that 
the  only  evidence  of  a  breach  of  bond  consists  in  a  certain 
paper,  and  then  proceed  to  show  that  such  paper  does  not  prove 
a  breach.  He  is  not  allowed  to  make  the  case  turn  on  his  alle- 
gation concerning  the  proofs  of  hi?  adversary.' 

§  3595.    Duplicity. — In  an  action  on  a  bond  for  the  payment 

of  certain  sums  of  money  at  Amsterdam,  the  plea  was  that  the 

money  was  paid.     Eeplication,  that  the  sum  paid    was  not 

accepted  in. satisfaction  by  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff;  that  the 

<^^  sum  was  not  paid  on  the  day  appointed;  and  that  damages  and 

»     ^        interest  due  for  non-payment  were  not  paid.     The  pleas  were 

^        ^      bad  for  duplicity.^     In  an  action  against  a  surety,  one  plea 

Y    -1^       alleged  a  discharge  of  the  defendant  by  the  neglect  of  the  plaint- 

^^    ^  iff  to  sue  the  principal  upon  notice  so  to  do;  another  plea  set 

-  s  up  a  discharge  owing  tomn  extension  of  the  time  of  payment 

It  seems  that  the  pleading  was  bad  for  duplicity." 

;     .      -rr      §  3596.     False  Representations.— A  false  representation 

^*    ."  made  by  the  principal  to  a  surety  on  a  bond  before  his  signin^j 

the  same,  that  a  party  whose  name  appeared  thereon  as  surety 

had  signed  said  bond,  will  discharge  said  surety.* 

§  3597.  Fonner  Action. — In  an  action  upon  a  sheriff's 
official  bond,  the  pendency  of  a  former  action  upon  the  same 
bond  may  be  pleaded  in  bar;  and  if  found  by  the  verdict,  the 
plea  is  good.^°    This,  however,  was   under  a  special  statute 

*  De  Castro  v.  Clarke,  29  Cal.  1 1.  «  Taylor  v.  Davia,  38  Miss.  493;  see, 
'LI.  however,  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  441; 
'Cimninghain  v.  Breed,  4  Cal.  384.  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  678;  Buhne  t. 

*  Swain  v.  Grave,  8  CaL  549.  Corbett,  43  Id.  264. 
^Behrensv.  McKenzie,23Iowa,333.  •Chainberlin   v.    Brewer,   3    Bosh 

*  United  States  v.  Girault,  11  How.     (Ky.),  561. 
U.  S.  22.  »"  Commonwealth  v.  Cope,  45  Pa.  St 

^  United  States  v.Gumey,  1  Wash.     161. 
C.  C.  416;  amrmed,  4  Cranuh,  338. 
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authoming  but  one  suit  on  an  official  bond,  and  giving  to  all 
persons  having  several  interests  the  right  to  join  in  that  suit,  or 
to  make  use  of  the  judgment  recovered  if  their  cause  of  action 
accrue  after  the  judgment. 

§  3598.  Joint  Plea. — A  plea  which  is  entire  can  not  be  good 
in  part  and  bad  in  part,  an  entire  plea  not  being  divisible;  and  con- 
sequently, if  the  matter  pleaded  be  insufficient  as  to  one  of  the 
^mrties,  it  is  so  in  ioio.  On  a  joint  plea,  therefore,  of  non  est  fac- 
tum to  a  bond,  if  the  bond  is  the  deed  of  any  of  the  defendants, 
the  plea  is  bad  as  to  all,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.^ 

§  8599.  Novation. — Taking  a  note  from  the  obligor  in  a 
bond  payable  in  terms  at  the  same  time  as  the  bond,  and  for 
the  same  debt,  discharges  the  sureties  on  the  bond,  because  the 
days  of  grace  have  to  be  added  before  the  note  is  payable,  and 
so  time  is  given  to  the  principal.'  Where  an  answer  contains 
an  allegation  of  alteration  in  an  instrument,  it  must  state  that 
such  alteration  was  made  with  the  knowledge  or  consent,  or  by 
the  authority,  of  the  plaintiff.' 

§  8600.  Positive  Avennents— Essential  Allegations. — 
Every  plea  in  discharge  or  avoidance  of  a  bond  should  state 
positively  and  in  direct  terms  the  matter  in  discharge  or  avoid- 
ance, and  not  leave  the  defense  relied  on  to  be  inferred.*  A 
plea  seeking  to  avoid  a  bond  for  being  illegally  taken  in  colore 
officii  should  specially  state  all  the  facts  which  show  that  ille- 
gality.^ In  an  action  upon  an  undertaking  which  was  given, 
upon  issuing  an  injunction,  and  was  conditioned  to  pay  all! 
damages  sustained  thereby,  ''  if  the  court  shall  finally  decide- 
that  the  plaintiff  (in  the  injunction  suit)  was  not  entitledl 
thereto,"  if  the  complaint  avers  that  judgment  has  been  ren- 
dered in  the  injunction  suit  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  but  does 
not  disclose  the  ground  of  the  judgment,  nor  aver  in  terma  that 
the  court  has  decided  that  the  plaintiff  therein  was  not  entitled 
to  the  injunction,  an  answer  merely  denying  that  it  has  been  so 
decided,  and  the  present  plaintiff  has  been  damnified,  and  that 
defendant  is  indebted  to  him,  is  not  in'elevant,  and  raises  a 
material  issue. ^  Nor  is  is  shown  to  be  sham  by  an  affidavit 
stating  that  the  complaint  in  the  injunction  suit  was  dismissed, 
but  not  disclosing  on  what  ground. 

1  United  States  v.  linn,  1  How.  U.  Moore,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  440;  Wood  v. 

S.  104;  S.  C,  17  ret.  88.  Franklin,  3  Id.   115;  Tucker  v.  Lee, 

»  Appleton  V.  Parker,  15  Gray,  173.  Id.  684. 

•Humphreys  v.  Crane,  6  Cal.  173.  ^UnitedStatesv. Sawyer,! Gall. 86. 

*  United  Stiites  v.  Bradley,  10  Pet.  *  See  McHenry  v.  Ha2ard,.45.Barb. 

343;  compare  Mayor  of  Alexandria  v.  657. 
£«TEE,  Vol.  U— d9 
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§  3601.  ^Replevin. — In  an  action  on  the  bond,  the  fact  that 
defendant  brought  his  action  before  an  incompetent  tribunal  i^ 
no  defense,  and  the  plea  that  the  title  of  property  so  replevied 
is  in  him  is  bad.*  Where  the  defendant,  in  a  replevin  suit, 
failed  to  claim  the  return  of  the  property  in  his  answer,  and  on 
the  trial  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  vhirt 
the  court  rendered  judgment  against  plaintiffs  for  costs,  which 
was  paid:  it  was  held  that  the  payment  of  the  judgment  a? 
taken  was  a  complete  discharge  of  plaintiffs'  sureties  on  the 
undertaking.* 

§  3G02.  Seals  not  AfBbced. — A  plea,  alleging  merely  that 
seals  were  affixed  to  a  bond  without  the  consent  of  the  defend- 
ant, without  also  alleging  that  it  was  done  with  the  knowledge 
or  by  the  authority  or  direction  of  the  plaintiffs,  is  not  sufficiect.* 

§  3603.  Set-off. — In  an  action  on  an  appeal  bond,  in  which 
defendants  claim  the  right  to  offset  the  balance  of  a  decree  in  a 
foreclosure  suit,  which  they  have  purchased  and  now  hold 
against  J.  B.  D.  and  J.  T.  B. ,  and  eleven  other  defendants  in 
that  suit,  upon  the  ground  that  J.  B.  D.  and  J.  T.  R.  are  the 
parties  beneficially  interested  in  the  claim  in  suit  in  this  action, 
and  that  they  and  the  other  eleven  defendants  in  the  decree 
sought  to  be  offset  are  insolvent,  it  was  held  that  the*set-off  can 
not  be  allowed ;  and  further,  that  the  matter  set  up  in  the  answer 
is  not  a  defense,  legal  or  equitable,  in  any  other  sense  than  as 
being  purely  an  offset,  and  therefore  such  matter  can  not  be 
relied  on  as  an  equitable  defense  independent  of  and  beyond 
the  right  of  offset  given  by  the  practice  act.* 

§  3604.  Void  Contract. — Whenever  a  contractor  obligation 
under  seal  is  void  ab  iniio^  the  general  plea  of  not  €$t  factum  is 
proper.  Where  it  is  merely  voidable,  a  special  plea  setting 
forth  the  special  circumstances  is  necessarj'.*  On  the  plea  of 
non  est  fa/dum  in  an  action  on  a  bond,  the  present  validity  of 
the  instrument  is  in  issue,  and  every  circumstance  that  goes  to 
show  that  it  is  not  the  deed  or  contract  of  the  party  is  provable/ 

1  McDermott  v.  Isbell,  4  Cal.  113.  *BulL  N.  P.  172;  Somera  v.  Skin- 

« Chambers  V.  Waters,  7  Cal.  390.  ner,    16    Mass.    348;    Bottomley    v. 

»  United  States  v.   Linn,  1   How.  United  States,  1  Story  C.  C.  135. 

U.  S.  1 04.  *  Speake  \'.  United  States,  9  Cranch, 

*  Duff  V.  Hobbs,  19  Cal.  646.  28. 
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INJUEIE8  TO  THE  PERSON. 


CHAPTER  L 

ASSAULT  AND    BATTERY. 


§  3605.    General  Denial. 

Form  No,  846. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  defendant  has  not  committed  the  acts  alleged,  or 
any  one  of  them  [or,  the  defendant  denies  each  and  every  allega- 
tion thereof]. 

§  3606.    The  Same— Denial  of  Battery. 

Form  No.  847. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  defendant  did  not  strike  nor  wound  the  plaintiff. 

§  3607.  Mitigation  of  Damages. — In  an  action  for  assault 
or  for  false  imprisonment,  evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages 
may  be  given,  without  being  pleaded.^  So  evidence  in  mitiga- 
tion may  be  given  under  a  general  denial.*  Insulting  language 
may  be  shown  in  evidence  in  mitigation.'  And  when  the  acts 
done  or  words  spoken  are  a  portion  of  a  series  of  provocations, 
frequently  repeated  and  continued  down  to  the  time  of  the 
assault,  they  may  be  proven.*  But  no  provocation,  it  would 
seem,  amounting  to  less  than  a  justification,  will  render  the 
defendant  liable  to  less  than  compensatory  damages.^  But  cir- 
cumstances which  amount  to  a  complete  justification  are  not 
admissible  in  evidence  in  mitigation  unless  pleaded.*    Aggra- 

*  Travis  v.  Barger,  24  Barb.  414;  Castner  v.  Sliker,  ,33  N.  J.  L.  95;  Do- 
Hays  V.  Berryman,  6  Bosw.  G79;  see,  Ian  v.  Fagan,  63  Barb.  73. 
however,  Folanil  v.  Johnson,  IG  Abb.  *  Stetlar  v.    Nellis,  60  Barb.  524; 
Pr.  235.  S.  C. ,  42  How.  Pr.  163. 

'Kneedler  v.  Sternberg,  10  How.  *Birchard  v.    Booth,   4    Wis.   67; 

Pr.  68;  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb.  Dresser  v.  Blair,  28  Mich.  501. 

661.  *  Watson  v.  Christie,  2  Bos.  &  PuL 

•Cushman  v.  Ryan,   1   Story,  91;  224. 

6U 
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vated  circumstances  need  not  be  denied;  they  are  not  traTersa- 
ble.^  In  an  action  for  damages  for  an  assault  and  battery,  a 
libel  published  by  the  plaintiff  of  and  concerning  the  defendant" 
does  not  constitute  a  counter-claim.  The  objection  to  such 
counter-claim  is  not  waived  by  a  failure  to  demur,  and  evidence 
to  support  it  is  inadmissible.' 

§  3608.  JustifLoation  of  Assault. — A  previous  threat,  alone 
and  unaccompanied  by  any  immediate  demonstration  of  fom 
at  the  time  of  the  rencounter,  will  not  justify  or  excuse  an  as- 
sault.' But  if  there  be  at  the  time  such  a  demonstration  of 
force  as  would  induce  a  well-founded  belief  in  the  mind  of  a 
reasonable  person  that  his  adversary  was  on  the  eve  of  executing 
his  threat,  and  that  his  only  means  of  escaping  from  death  or 
great  bodily  injury  was  immediately  to  defend  himself  against 
the  impending  danger,  the  law  of  self-defense  would  justify  him 
in  the  use  of  whatever  force  was  necessary  to  avert  the  threat- 
ened peril.*  In  an  action  for  assault  and  battery,  and  false 
imprisonment,  a  special  plea  of  justi£.cation,  which  states 
matters  which  occurred  subsequent  to  the  suit,  is  bad  on  de- 
murrer.* 

§  3609.    The  Same— Self-defense. 

Form  No,  8J18. 
[Tttle.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  first  assaulted  the  defendant,  who  there- 
upon necessarily  committed  the  acts  complained  of,  in  self- 
defense. 

§  3610.  Justlfloation  of  Assault.— One  is  justified  in  using 
violence  in  defending  himself  against  violence,  but  he  must  not 
exceed  what  is  necessary  to'  self-defense.*  An  assault  can  not 
be  justified  as  made  in  self-defense,  unless  the  danger  of  in- 
jury is  so  manifest  and  pressing  that  no  other  reasonable 
means  of  self-protection  are  immediately  available.* 

§  3611.  Mutual  Violence. — Where  violence  is  committed 
on  both  sides,  there  can  not  be  a  recovery  by  both  parties  in 
cross-action.  The  party  who  first  recovers  may  plead  that  re- 
covery in  the  suit  against  himself  for  the  same  afi&ay.  Hence, 
the  party  first  attacked  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action, 

1  Schnaderbeck  v.  Worth,  8  Abb.  ^  Lockington  t.  Smith,  Pet.  C.  C 

Pr.  37;  Gilbert  v.  Rounds,  14  How.  466. 

Pr.  46;  Lane  v.  OUbert,  9  Id.  150.  « People  v.  WiUiams,  32  Cal  290; 

>  Macdougall  v.  Maguire,  35  Cal.  People  v.  Campbell,  30  Id.  312;  Scrib- 

274  Her  v   fieach  4  IDeuio  44S. 

3  People  V.  Scoggina,  37  Cal.  684.  ^  Keyes  v.  Devlin,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 

«Id.  518. 
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if  he  uses  yiolence  in  repelling  the  assault  exceeding  -what  is 
required  for  self-defense.* 
§  3612.    Acts  Done  to  Preserve  the  Peace. 

Form  No.  849. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant  did  not  strike  or  wound  the  plaintiff. 

II.  That  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint  the  plaintiff 
made  an  assault  on  one  B.,  and  was  then  and  there,  beating 
him. 

in.  That  thereupon  the  defendant,  in  attempting  to  pre- 
serve the  peace,  and  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  further  so  doing, 
gently  laid  his  hands  upon  the  plaintiff,  by  which  plaintiff  suf- 
fered no  injury. 

lY.  That  the  acts  above  mentioned  are  the  same  of  which  the 
plaintiff  complains.  - 

§  3613.  Preserving  the  Peace. — ^A  person  w£o  witnesses 
an  affray  may,  during  its  continuance,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  putting  a  stop  thereto,  lay  hands  •  upon  those  engaged  in 
the  affray.' 

§  3614.    Defense  of  Possession  of  Dwelling. 

Form  No.  850, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  [Deny  beating  and  wounding.] 

n.  The  defendant  further  alleges  that  at  the  time  mentioned 
in  the  complaint  the  defendant  was  lawfully  possessed  of  [here 
designate  the  dwelling]. 

III.  That  the  defendant  being  so  possessed  thereof,  the 
plaintiff  was  unlawfidly  therein,  and  [state  unlawful  acts  he  was 
doing]. 

rV.  That  thereupon  the  defendant,  in  defense  of  the  posses- 
sion of  his  dwelling,  gently  laid  his  hands  upon  the  plaintiff  in 
order  to  remove  him,  as  he  lawfully  might. 

y.  That  the  acts  above  mentioned  are  the  same  of  which  the 
plaintiff  complains. 

§  3615.  Defense  of  House,  Land,  etc. — One  in  the  peace- 
able possession  of  house  or  lands,  and  having  the  right  so  to 
be  in  possession,  will  be  justified  in  using  all  necessary  force  to 
defend  his  possession  against  any  forcible  attempt  to  expel  him.' 
The  son  of  the  owner,  acting  under  the  latter's  authority,  has 

»Cockroft    V.    Smith,    Salk.    642;  »Noden  v.  Johnson,  16  Q.   B.  218; 

Zouch  V.   Thompson,   1    IaI.   Raym.  Timothy  v.  Simpson,  6  Carr.  &  P.  500. 

177;  Hannan  v.  Edes,  15  Mass.  347;  *  Corey  v.  The  People,  45  Barb.  262; 

Elliott  V.  Brown,  2  Wend.  497.  •  Parsons  v.  Brown,  15  Id.  690. 
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the  same  right.'  A  ticket  of  admission  to  a  place  of  public 
amusement  is  held  to  be  only  a  revocable  license.*  Where  one  is 
peaceably  in  the  house  of  another  for  a  lawful  purpose,  as  for 
the  purpose  of  serving  a  subpoena,  he  may  use  such  force  as  is 
necessary  to  overcome  any  force  used  to  prevent  it,  being  liable 
only  for  any  excess  of  violence.' 
§  3616.    The  Same— Resistance  of  Entry. 

Form  No,  851. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  and  II.  [As  in  preceding  form.] 

m.  That  the  plaintiff  then  and  there,  with  force  and  vio- 
lence, attempted  to  break  into  the  said  dwelling  [or  other 
possession],  without  the  leave  and  against  the  will  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

rV.  That  the  defendant  thereupon,  in  order  to  preserve  the 
peaceable  possession  thereof ,  resisted  the  plaintiff's  entrance, 
and  in  doing  so  necessarily  assaulted  and  beat  the  plaintiff,  as 
he  lawfully  might;  and  if  the  plaintiff  sustained  any  damage,  it 
was  occasioned  by  his  own  wrong. 

Y.  That  the  acts  above  mentioned  are  the  same  of  which  the 
plaintiff  complains. 

§  3617.    Justification  by  Captain  of  Vessel. 

Form  No,  862, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  as  to  the  alleged  assaulting,  beating,  and  ill-treating 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  was,  at  the  time  thereof,  captain  of 
the  ship  called  the 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  was  then  on  board  of  said  ship  as  a  sea- 
man [state  excuse  for  beating  him,  such  as  mutiny,  etc.  ] 

III.  Wherefore  the  defendant,  for  the  preservation  of  the 
peace,  and  to  preserve  due  order  on  said  ship  [state  what  was 
done]. 

§  3618.  Justification  of  Master. — ^The  master  or  com- 
mander of  a  vessel,  in  general,  is  not  liable  for  chastisement 
inflicted  on  a  seaman  or  marine,  where  he  acted  under  a  sincere 
conviction  that  it  was  necessary  to  enforce  discipline  or  compel 
obedience  to  orders,  and  not  from  passion  or  revenge.^    So, 

^Tribble  v.  Frame,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  »Hagar  v.  Danforth,  20  Barb.  16; 

699.  617;  see  al«o  Woodman  v.  How-  reversing  S.  C,  8  How.  Pr.  4.35. 

ell,  45  111.  367.  *Din8man  v.  Wilkes,  12  How.  U. 

» Burton  v.  Scherpf,  1  Allen,   133;  S.  390;  United  States  v.  Freeman,  4 

McCrea    v.   Marsh,    12    Gray,    211;  Mason,  505;  Thompson  v.   l>u.-H;ii,  4 

Wood  V.  Ledbittor,  13  Mee.  &  W.  Wash.  C.  C.  338;  Thome  v.  White, 
833.                                                       •PetAdm.  168. 
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where  the  master  acts  believing  from  the  circumstances  that 
there  is  immediate  danger  from  a  mutiny.' 

§  3619.  Justification  of  Removing  Plaintiff  ftonx  Hail- 
road  Car  for  Non-payment  of  Fare. 

Fonn  ^o.  86S. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  defendant  was,  before  and  at  the  time  when  the 
said  supposed  grieyances  were  committed,  the  conductor  and 

had  charge  of  a  passenger  train  on  the  railroad  of  the 

Eailroad  Company,  running  from to 

II.  That  one  of  the  regulations  of  said     Railroad 

Company  was,  that  no  person  should  be  permitted  to  be  and 
remain  on  such  train  without  having  a  ticket  therefor,  duly  ob- 
tained of  their  authorized  agents. 

III.  That  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff 
was  on  the  said  train,  without  having  a  ticket  therefor  as  aforesaid, 
and  then  and  there  refused  to  purchase  a  ticket  or  to  pay  his  fare. 

lY.  That  the  defendant  then  and  there  requested  the  said 
plaintiff  to  leave  the  said  train,  which  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
do;  whereupon  the  defendant  then  and  there  gently  laid  his 
hands  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  removed  him  from  the  train,  doing 
no  unnecessary  violence,  as  he  lawfully  might  do;  which  is  the 
same  act  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff.* 

§  3620.  Justification  of  Conductor. — A  conductor  of  a 
train  is  protected  in  putting  out  of  the  cars  a  passenger  who 
has  refused  to  pay  his  fare.'  They  are  limited  to  the  use  of  just 
BO  much  force  as  may  effect  that  object,  and  no  more,^  and  it 
must  be  consistent  with  the  safety  of  the  passenger's  life.*  Thus, 
a  railroad  company  may  bo  held  liable  for  forcibly  expelling  a 
person  from  the  cars  while  the  train  is  in  motion,  and  it  is  no 
defense  that  such  person  was  not  rightfully  on  the  train.^ 

*  Roberts  v.  Eldridge,  Sprague,  54;  v.  Rcnnel,  Sprague,  4C7;  see  Koden 

United   States    v.    Colby,   Id.    119;  v.  Johnson,  2  Eng.  L.  &  Ea.  201. 

United  States  V.  Lent, Id.  311.   What  'The  above  form  is    taken    from 

degree  of  misconduct,  or  circumstances  Nash's  Ohio  PI.  &  Pr.,  No.  323. 

of  provocation,  on  the  part  of  a  sea-  '  People  v.  Jillson,  3  Park.  Cr.  234; 

man,    will    justify  corporal    punish-  McClurc  v.  Phil.,  Wil.  &  Bait.  R.  R. 

ment  or  correction  by  an  officer,  see  Co.,  34  Md.  532;  Fink  v.  The  Albany 

Morris  v.  Cornell,  Id.  62;  Payne  v.  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Lans.  147. 

Allen,  Id.  304;  Sheridan  v.  Furbur,  *IIibbard   v.  New  York   &  E.  R. 

Blatchf.  &  n.  423.     And  as  to  instru-  R.  Co.,  15  N.  Y.  455. 

mcnts  aud  modes  of  punishment,  see  ^  Sanford  v.  Eighth  Av.  R.  R.  Co., 

Benton    v.    Whitney,    Crabbe,    417;  23  N.  Y.  343;  Illiuois  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 

Shelter  v.  York,  Id.  449;  Forbes  v.  v.  Suttou,  63  111.  3Q7. 

Parsons,  Id.   283;   United   Stf^tcs  v.  « Law  v.  111.  Cent  R.  R.  Co.,  32 

Cutler,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  501;  Saunders  Iowa,  534;  Sanford  v.  Ei.^hth  Av.  R. 

V.  Buskup,  Blatchf.  &  H.  264;  Shorcy  R.  Co.,  23  N.  Y.  343;  Kline  v.  C.  P. 
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§  3621.  General  Denial. — Where  a  conductor  upon  a  nil- 
road  is  sued  for  a  battery  in  forcibly  ejecting  a  paaseng^er,  nnder 
general  denial  he  can  not  prove  the  existence  of  rules  of  ihe 
company,  that  tbey  were  reasonable,  and  that  his  acts  were 
done  in  conformity  with  such  rules.^ 


CHAPTER  n. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

§  3622.    Denial  of  Arrest. 

JFbrwi  No,  854. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  defendant  did  not  cause  said  order  of  arrest  [or 
rant]  to  be  issued. 

§  3623.  General  Denial. — ^In  an  action  for  malicious  arrest, 
a  general  denial  puts  in  issue  the  want  of  probable  cause.'  The 
denial  must  be  positive.  A  denial  on  information  and  belief 
will  not  be  allowed.' 

§  3624.    Denial  of  Want  of  Probable  Cause. 

Form  No.  865. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  defendant  did  not,  falsely  or  maliciously,  or  with- 
out probable  or  reasonable  cause,  cause  the  plaintiff  to  be 
arrested;  nor  did  he  cause  plaintiff  to  be  arrested  at  all. 

§  3625.  Hovr  Pleaded. — In  an  answer  in  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution,  it  is  superfluous  to  set  forth  facts  show- 
ing probable  cause.*  And  if  the  allegation  of  want  of  prob- 
able cause  be  denied,  it  is  redundant  to  allege  probable  cause 
as  a  separate  defense.' 

§  3626.  Justifioatlon  under  Legal  Prooess. — The  defense 
that  the  imprisonment  was  under  lawful  process  must  be  spe- 
cially pleaded.'  And  it  has  been  held  that  to  exempt  one  from 
liability  for  causing  the  arrest  on  mesne  process,  it  must  be 
apparent  not  only  that  he  believed,  but  also  that  he  had  reason 
to  believe,  the  essential  fact  averred  in  his  affidavit,  as  in  the 

R.  R.  Co.,  39  Cal.  587;  Jackson  v.        'Lawrence  y.  Derby,  15  Abb.  Pr. 

Second  Av.  R.  R.  Co..  47  N.  Y.  274.  346. 

1  Pier  V.  Finch,  29  Barb.  170.  *  Radde    v.    Ruckgaber,   3   Dner, 

'  Dreax  v.  Domec,  18  Cal.  83;  Rost  684. 
V.  Harris,  12  Abb.  Pr.  446;  Radtle  v.        »  Rost  v.  Harris,  12  Abb.  Pr.  446. 
Ruckgaber,  3  Duer,  685;  Simpson  v.        'Allen  v.  ParkhaiBt»  10  Vt  557. 
McArthur,  16  Abb.  Pr.  302. 
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instance  that  the  debtor  was  about  to  leave  the  state.  ^    In  Indi-  ' 

ana  it  is  not  necessary  to  a  constable's  justification  of  an  arrest 
under  a  capias  ad  respondendum,  issued  by  a  justice,  that  the 
writ  should  be  supported  by  affidavit.'    But  it  is  otherwise  if  ' 

the  justification  be  attempted  by  the  party  or  the  justice.' 
Where,  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  the  defendant,  by 
special  plea,  set  up  legal  process  in  justification  of  the  impris- 
onment charged,  and  then  averred  that  he  did  not  arrest  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  the  latter  voluntarily  gave  bail,  it  was  held 
that  the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity.*  Simply  pleading  a  justifi- 
cation, without  denying  the  want  of  probable  cause,  admits  the 
latter.^  In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  unless  the  defend- 
ant is  an  officer,  the  answer  should  state  the  circumstances,  from 
which  the  court  may  judge  whether  the  suspicion  was  reason- 
able."  As  to  what  constitutes  sufficient  probable  cause  to  justify 
a  prosecution  for  larceny,  see  case  cited  in  note.''  A  justice, 
justifying  his  imprisonment  of  another,  must  show  that  he  fills 
the  office,  not  merely  de  facto,  but  dejure,^ 

§  3627.  Waiver  of  Right  of  Action.— The  right  of  action 
for  false  imprisonment  may  be  lost  by  a  waiver  thereof.  Thus, 
where  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  upon  an  execution  improperly 
issued,  and  instead  of  being  discharged  from  execution  by  the 
defendant,  after  three  months'  confinement,  obtained  his  libera- 
tion under  the  act  for  the  relief  of  debtors,  it  was  held  that  he 
thereby  waived  the  error  and  affirmed  the  execution.*  So  where 
a  defendant  in  an  action  was  arrested  under  a  judge's  order,  and 
offered  bail  to  the  plaintiff 'i^attomeys,  and  induced  them  to 
examine  and  accept  the  bail,  it  was  held  a  waiver  of  any  objection 
to  his  having  been  held  to  bail.^°  An  agreement  not  to  bring  an 
action  for  false  imprisonment  if  founded  on  a  good  considera- 
tion is  binding." 

§  3G28.  Justification  of  Arrest  upon  Suspicion  of  a 
Felony. 

Form  No,  866. 

[TlTLB.1 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

^  Gee  V.  Patterson,  63  Me.  49.  See,  as  to  necessity  of  a  full  and  spe- 

' Davis  V.  Bush,  4  Blackf.  330.  cial  plea  of  justification,  when  inter- 

*Id.  posaole.    Brown ^  v.  Chadsey,  39  Id. 

*  Stanton  y.  Seymour,  5  McLean,  233. 

267.  » Reynolds  v.  Church,  3  Cai.  274; 

*  Morris  v.  Corson,  7  Cow,  281.  see  Fuller  v.  Bowker,  11  Mich.  204. 
•Mure  V.  Kaye,  4  Taunt.  34.  "  Dale  v.  RadcliflFe,  25  Barb.  333. 

T  Hanpt  V.  Pohlmaun,  IG  Abb.  Pr.  ^^  See  Wentworth  v.  Bullen,  9  Bam. 
301.  &  Cross.  840. 

*  Newman  v.  Tieman,  37  Barb.  159. 


% 
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I.  That  immediately  before  the  time  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint a  felony  was  committed  [briefly  state  the  felony  and 
causes  of  suspicion  against  the  plaintiff]. 

II.  That  thereupon  the  defendant,  who  was  then  and  there 

sheriff  of  the  county  of ,  having  reasonable  cause  to 

suspect  the  plaintiff  of  having  committed  such  felony,  arrested 
him  and  brought  him  before  J.  P.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of 

[or  other  magistrate],  to  be  dealt  with  according  to 

law. 

in.  That  the  above  acts  are  the  same  of  which  plaintiff  com- 
plains.^ 

§  3629.  Defense. — It  is  a  good  defense  for  assault  and  bat- 
tery that  the  complainant  had  committed  petit  larceny,  and  that 
the  alleged  assaulfc  consisted  in  arresting  him  therefor.'  So  pri- 
vate persons  may  be  justified  for  an  assault  in  arresting  persons 
in  the  act  of  committing  a  felony.* 

§  3630.    The  Same— Of  Arrest  under  Criminal  Prooess. 

torm  No.  857. 

[TiTLK.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  al- 
leged trespasses,  he,  the  said  defendant,  was  a  constable  [or 
sheriff]  within  and  for  the  town  [or  county]  of 

II .  That  a  warrant  duly  issued  by  one  A.  B. ,  under  his  hand 
and  seal,   and  directed   to  any   constable  [or  sheriff]  of  said 

,  which  then  was  delivered  to  this  defendant  as  such 

constable  [or  sheriff],  to  be  executed;  whereby  he  was  com- 
manded to  arrest  the  said  plaA;iff  and  bring  him  forthwith 
before  said  justice  [or  state  before  whom],  there  to  answer 
to  the  charge  of  having  feloniously  stolen  and  carried  away 

the  goods  and  chattels  of  one ,  to  the  value  of 

dollars  [setting  forth  the  tenor  of  the  writ  or  warrant  according 
to  its  effect]. 

III.  That  the  said  A.  B.  then  was  a  justice  of  the  peace, 

within  and  for  the  town  of ,  duly  elected  and  qualified, 

and  acting  as  such. 

IV.  That  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant  so  issued,  he,  the 
said  defendant,  did  arrest  the  said  plaintiff,  and  had  him  in  his 
custody  until  he  was  discharged  [or  state  facts]. 

§  oG31.  Trespass. — In  trespass  to  persons,  a  justification 
under  civil  process,  mesne  or  final,  must  be  pleaded  specially 

^  The  above  form  is  from  Abbotts*  •  People  v.  Wolven,  7  N.  Y.  liCg. 
Forms,  No.  10 JO.  Obs.  80;  People  v.  McArdle,  1  WhesL 

'People  V.  Adler,  3  Park.  Cr.  249.     Cr.  101. 
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by  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  issued.  Such  a  justification 
does  not  sustain  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  And  the  rule  is  the 
same  whether  the  defendant  made  the  arrest  or  only  directed  it 
to  be  made.^ 

§  3632.    Justiiioatlon  by  Officer,  of  the  Same. 

Ibrm  No.  858, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  at  and  immediately  before  the  time  mentioned  in  the 

complaint  the  defendant  was  a  constable  of  the  town  of 

[or  designate  other  official  character]. 

II.  That  he  was  then  informed  by  [here  state  sources  of  in- 
formation], that  a  felony  had  been  committed,  in  the  robbery  of 
[state  felony,  and  the  grounds  for  suspicion  of  the  plaintiff]. 

III.  That  thereupon,  believing  such  information  to  be  true, 
and  acting  thereon,  as  was  his  duty  to  do,  he  arrested  him,  and 

brought  him  before  J.  P./  a  justice  of  the  peace  of , 

[or  other  magistrate],  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law. 

IV.  That  the  above  acts  are  the  same  of  which  plaintiff  com- 
plains.* 


CHAPTER  in. 

LIBEL  AND  SLANDEB. 

§  3633.    Denial  of  Inducement. 

Form  No.  850, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  the  plaintiff  was  or  is  a  [physician],  either  as  alleged  or 
otherwise. 

§  3G34.  AUegations  in  General. — In  a  complaint  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  state  generally  that  the  words  were  spoken  or  published 
concerning  the  plaintiff;  and  if  such  allegation  be  controverted, 
the  plaintiff  must  establish  on  the  tiial  that  it  was  so  spoken  or 
published.'  The  defendant  may  in  his  answer  allege  both  the 
truth  of  the  matter  charged  as  defamatory  and  any  mitigating 
circumstances,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages;  and  whether 
ho  prove  the  justification  or  not,  he  may  give  in  evidence  the 
niili[^ating  circumstances.*  That  the  letter  containing  the  de- 
fiiiuator}'  language  was  intended  for  the  plaintiff  himself  is  held 

»  Coats  V.  Darby,  2  X.  Y.  517.  "Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  400. 

^As   to  the  suliicieucy  of  tliia  de-         *iJ.,  b«c.  4U1. 
fcnse,  see  HoUy  v.  Mix,  3  Weud.  SoU 
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bad/  AllegationB  in  a  complaint,  relatire  to  the  intent  an! 
motives  of  a  libelous  publication,  are  not  to  be  deemed  matemL 
so  as  to  render  it  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  admit  or  coc- 
trovert  them  in  his  answer.'  Th&  answer  in  an  action,  before 
the  amendment  of  the  code  dispensing  with  a  reply,  except  il 
certain  cases,  averred  the  truth  of  the  libel  sued  on;  and  d 
reply  controverted  specific  allegations  in  the  answer,  and  thei 
concluded  with  a  general  denial  of  all  matters  in  the  answer  ha 
particularly  referred  to:  it  was  held  that  the  denial  was  bu^* 
ciently  specific,  and  that  the  issue  was  the  truth  of  the  publica- 
tion, and  the  burden  was  on  the  defendant.' 

§  3635.  Ck>lloquiuin. — The  office  of  a  colloquium  is  to 
point  the  libel  and  explain  the  circumstances  which  render  li- 
belous words  which  otherwise  might  be  innocent  and  harmless.* 
The  extrinsic  facts  necessary  to  show  the  libelous  meaning  id 
the  words  must  be  set  forth  in  the  colloquium,  and  the  incu- 
endo  applies  the  words  spoken  or  published  to  these  fact.< ' 
The  office  of  the  innuendo  is  to  direct  to  its  object  the  char^ 
made.  It  can  neither  enlarge  nor  restrain  the  natural  import  ui 
the  words  used."  If  the  words  used  do  not  convey  the  sense 
and  meaning  where  their  application  is  explained  by  the  collo- 
quium, the  innuendo  can  not  aid^them.^  When  a  libel  is  not 
actionable  on  its  face,  but  has  a  covert  libelous  meaning,  the 
subject-matter  must  be  explained,  and  the  true  interpetation  of 
the  words  brought  to  light  by  the  colloquium,  and  in  such  cases 
the  colloquium  must  be  proved."  If  the  libel  is  actionable  oa 
its  face,  a  colloquium  is  unnecessary,  and  if  alleged  need  noi 
be  proved.' 

§  3636.  Damages,  Aggravation  of. — If  the  defendant  al- 
leges matter  which,  if  true,  would  tend  to  show  that  the  plaint- 
iff was  guilty  of  the  crime  charged  in  the  slanderous  words, 
not  believing  or  having  no  reason  to  believe  them  true,  tliii> 
might  properly  be  considered  by  the  juiy  as  showing  a  contm- 
uing  and  expresss  malice.^** 

§  3637.  Denial  and  Justification. — The  defendant  may  in 
one  answer  set  up  a  general  denial  or  not  guilty,  and  a  justid- 

^  Fox  V.  Broderick,  14  Irish  Com.  ville  v.   Earlywine,   4    Blackf.  469; 

L.  R.  453.  Tappan  v.  Wilaon,  7  Ohio,  193. 

*  Fry  V.  Bennett,  5  Sandf .  54.  ^  Id.  194. 

*  Hunt  V.  Bennett,  4  £.  D.  Smith,  '  Id. 

647.  •  Wilson  v.  Fitch,  41  Cal.  378. 

*  Maynard  v  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.        'Id.;  seealsoChamberUn  v.  Vance* 
Co.,  47  Cal.  210.  51  Cal.  75, 

»  Wilson    V.    Fitch,    41    Id.    378;       ^^  Chamberlin  v.  Vance,  51  Ckl.  8a 
Nichols  V.  Packard,  10  Vt.  83;  Lin- 
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cation  on  the  ground  of  truth.'  As  to  whether  justificatiou  and 
denial  are  to  be  considered  as  inconsistent  defenses,  the  author- 
ities are  conflicting.'  But  the  defendant  can  not,  with  not 
g'uilty  as  to  the  whole  complaint,  plead  a  special  plea  of  apology 
and  payment  into  court  as  to  part  of  the  complaint.'  In  an 
action  for  libel,  where  the  answer  contained:  1.  A  denial  of 
the  publication;  2.  A  justification:  it  was  held,  on  demurrer  to 
the  justification,  that  the  denial  remained  on  the  record,  and 
raised  an  issue  of  fact.' 

§  3638.  Greneral  Denial. — ^Evidence  of  the  bad  character 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  slander,  is  not  admissible  under 
the  general  denilil,^  or  in  breach  of  promise.'  In  actions  for 
Blander  under  the  general  denial  defendant  may  give  in  evi- 
dence the  general  bad  character  of  the  plaintiff.^  Where  a 
general  denial  is  filed  to  a  paragraph  of  a  complaint  for  slander 
and  malicious  prosecution,  and  afterwards  vnthdrawn,  the  facts 
alleged  in  such  paragraph  are  to  be  taken  as  true.'  An  answer 
which  merely  states  that  the  defendant  did  not  utter  the  words 
alleged,  at  the  place  and  time  alleged,  may  be  good  as  a  general 
denial.'  An  averment  in  the  complaint  of  plaintiff's  former 
good  character  need  not  be  denied.*' 

§  3639.  JusUfioatioD. — To  constitute  a  justification,  the  an- 
swer must  aver  the  truth  of  the  defamatory  matter  charged. 
The  averment  of  facts  which  merely  tend  to  establish  the  truth 
of  the  matter  charged  is  not  sufficient  in  justification,  though 
they  may  go  in  mitigation."  If  the  slanderous  words  impute  a 
crime  to  the  plaintiff,  a  defendant  who  justifies  must  prove  the 
plaintiff  guilty  by  testimony  sufficient  to  convict  the  plaintiff  of 
the  same  charges  upon  a  criminal  trial;  and  this  rule  has  not 
been  changed  by  section  2061  of  the  California  code  of  civil  pro- 

^  Ormsby  v.  Donelas,  5  Duer,  665;  How.  Pr.  280;  and  see  Lansingh  v. 

Payson  v.  Macomber,   3  Allen,   69;  Parker,  Id.  288;  Vaughn  v.  Havens, 

Smith  V.  Smith,  39  Pa.  St.  441;  Kelly  8  Johns.  109. 

V.  Craig,  9  Humph.  215.  '  O'Brien  v.  Clement,  15   Mee.  & 

s  The  following  cases  treated  them  W.  435;  3  Dow.  &  L.  676. 

as  inconsistent:  Ormsby  v.  Donglass,  *  But    see    Parrett   Nav.    Co.    v. 

2  Abb.   Pr.   407.    And  hypothetical  Stower,  8  Dowl.  Pr.  Cas.  405. 

pleading,  or  a  plea  that  if  defendant  ^  Anonymous,  6  How.  Pr.  160. 

di<l  speak  the  words  they  are  true,  is  '  Button   v.    McGanley,  38  Barb, 

bad:  Buddington  v«  Davis,  6  How.  413. 

Pr.  401;  Anibal  v.  Hunter,  Id.  255;  '  Anonymous,   8   How.    Pr.     434; 

and  see  Lewis  v.  Kendall,    Id.   69;  contra.  Anonymous,  6  Id.  160. 

Saylea  v.  Wooden,  1  Code  R.,  N.  S.,  "  George  v.  Nelson,  23  Ind.  392. 

410;  S.  C,  6  How.   Pr.   84.    They  'Salinger   v.    Lusk,   7  How.  Pr. 

have  been  held  to  be  not  inconsistent  430. 

in  the  following  cases:  Stiles  v.  Com-  >^  Pink  v.  Catanich,  51  Cal.  420. 

stock,  9  Id.  48;  Buhler  v.  Wentworth,  "  Merk  v.  Qelzhaeoser,  50  CaL  633. 
17  Barb.  649;  HoUenbeck  v.  Clow,  9 
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cedare.^  An  answer  of  justification  must  give  color  to  the  ex* 
tent  of  admitting,  for  the  purposes  of  the  answer  onlj,  the 
publication  complained  of.'  The  justification  must  always  be 
as  broad  as  the  charge;^  and  must  justify  the  same  words  iisel 
in  the  complaint/  And  such  plea  must  be  certain,  specific,  az^i 
particular,  as  the  code  has  not  changed  the  former  rules  on  the 
subject.^  Pleas  of  the  above  nature  are  rather  in  the  nature  •>: 
a  notice  than  of  an  allegation  of  new  matter.^  Although  thr 
facts  set  forth  iu  a  special  plea  do  not  amount  in  law  to  a  justi- 
fication, yet,  if  issue  be  joined  thereon,  and  the  facts  are  founi 
as  pleaded,  it  is  error  in  the  judge  to  instruct  the  jury  that  iLt 
facts  as  proved  do  not  in  law  maintain  the  issue  on  the  part  cf 
the  defendant.^ 

§  3640.  Justification  and  Mitigation.— Matter  in  mitiga- 
tion may  be  pleaded,  either  with  or  without  a  plea  of  justifica- 
tion. And  a  plea  of  justification,  whether  proved  or  not. 
does  not  conclude  the  defendant  from  the  benefit  of  evidence 
of  mitigating  circumstances.^  Matter  in  mitigation  must  Inr 
separately  stated  from  matter  in  justification.'  But  roaiter 
which  is  alleged  in  justification  may  also  properly  be  alleged 
in  mitigation  of  damages.  *°  When  facts  and  circumstancH 
are  pleaded  in  mitigation  of  damages,  it  is  requisite  thxir: 
1.  The  facts  and  circumstances  must  be  such  as  would  rea- 
sonably induce,  in  the  mind  of  a  person  possessed  of  or- 
dinary intelligence  and  knowledge,  a  belief  in  the  truth  of 
such  charge;  2.  It  must  also  appear  that  the  defendant,  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  making  the  charge,  knew  such  facts 
and  circumstances;  and,  3.  That  he  was,  by  reason  of  the 
facts  and  circumstances  so  set  forth,  induced  to  believe  in  the 
truth  of  the  charge. ^^     Mitigating  circumstances  set  up  in  an  an- 

^  Mcrk  V.  Gelzhaenser,  50  Cal.  633.  plea  of  justification,  and    that  gto- 

"Fidler  v.  Dclavan,  210  Wend.  57;  eral  allegation  of  truth  of  charge  h.U 

Van  Dervcer  v.  Sutphin,  6  Ohio  St.  not  avail,  Wachter  v.  Quenzer,  HU  X. 

293;  Edsall  v.  Russell,  2  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  Y.  547. 

C4l;  5  S.  C,  N.  S.,  801;  Buddington  *  Billings  v.  Waller,  2S  How.   Vr, 

V.  Davis,  6  How.  Pr.  402.  97;  Tilaon  v.  Clark,  45  Barb.  17S. 

'  Weaver  v.  Lloyd,  2  Bam.  &  Cress.  °  Maretzek  v.  Canldweil,   19  AIAk 

C78;  S.  C,  4Dow.  &  Ry.230;  Stilwell  Pr.  35. 

V.  Barter,  19  Wend.  437;  Cooper  v.  ^  See  Otis  v.  Watkins,  9  Crancb. 

Barber,  24  Id.    105;   Bissell   v.  Cor-  339. 

nell,  Id.  354;  Torrey  v.  Field,  10  Vt.  »Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  461;  Bu&h  v. 

3  >3;  BuHord  V.  Wible,  32  Pa.  St.  95;  Prosser,    11    N.    Y.    347;     Russ   t. 

M'Kinly  v.  Rob,  20  Johns.  354;  Herr  Brooks,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  644*     Bat  ate 

V.  Bamberg,  10  How.  Pr.  ISO;  Love-  Gorton  v.  Kecler.  61  Barb.  475. 

laud  V.  HosAer,  8  Id.  215.  "Follett  v.  Jewett,  11  K.  Y.  U^. 

*Skiuner    v.   Grant,    12  Vt.    456;  Obs.  193. 

Ormsby  v.  Douglass,  2  Abb.  Pr.  407.  ^^^  Howard  v.  Raymond,  11  Abb.  Pr. 

See,  as  to  tho  necessity  of  averment  of  155. 

special  circumstances,  in  interposing  ^'  Townahend  on  Sland.  &  Lib.  415. 
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Bwer  in  an  action  for  libel  are  not  a  defense  within  the  meaning 
of  the  code,  which  requires  a  pleading  to  be  made  definite  and 
certain.* 

§  3641.  Mitigation  —  Allegation  of  Republioation  of 
Matter  as  Nevrs. 

Form  No,  860. 

And  in  mitigation  of.  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  might 
otherwise  appear  entitled  by  reason  of  the  publication  of 
the  said  supposed  libelous  article,  this  defendant  alleges 
that  all    the  matters   and   things   stated  under   the  [second] 

defense  were,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at , 

currently  reported  and  believed  in,  and  were  published  in  a 

certain  newspaper,  called  the ,  published  in , 

and  were  so  communicated  to  this  defendant,  and  were  pub- 
lished by  him  as  matters  of  current  public  news,  the  defendant 
verily  believing  the  same  to  be  true.* 

§  3642.  Notice  of  Defense. — In  some  states,  by  statute,  a 
notice  or  specification  of  the  defense  is  substituted  for  a  plea  in 
answer.  In  such  case  the  notice  must  contain  all  the  material 
allegations  of  a  plea  or  answer.'  .Before  the  code  in  New  York, 
it  was  held  that  matter  in  justification  might  be  given  in  evi- 
dence under  such  notice.^  It  seems  that  a  justification,  though 
interposed  in  good  faith,  renders  the  defendant  liable  for  actual 
damages  occasioned  by  the  repetition  of  the  defamatory  matter 
in  his  answer  if  not  sustained  by  the  evidence.*  And  in  miti- 
gation of  any  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  might  otherwise 
appear  entitled,  by  reason  of  the  publication  of  said  supposed 
libelous  article,  this  defendant  repeats  and  renews,  all  and  singu« 
lar,  the  matters  stated  under  the  [second]  defense  herein,  and 
will  give  in  evidence  thereof,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  as  well 
as  in  justification,  is  a  sufficient  form  of  notice." 

§  3643.  Plea  in  Bar.— -It  was  held  in  New  York  that  a  plea 
in  bar  must  answer  the  whole  count,  but  that  one  plea  might 

^  Maretzek  v.  Cauldwell,  19  Abb.  fendant:  Bradley  v.  Gardner,  10  Cal. 

Pr.  35;  see  Wilson  v.  Fitch,  41  Cal.  371. 

379;  Lick  v.   Owen,  47  Id.  258.    Aa  « Howard  v.  Raymond,  11  Abb.  Pr. 

to  what   facts    may    be    proved    in  155. 

mitigation  of  damages,  in  an  action  'Townshend  on  Sland.  &  Lib.  444; 

for  libel,   see  Stanley  v.  Webb,  21  see  Van  Deveer  v.  Sutphin,  5  Ohio  St. 

Barb.   148;    Heaton  v.    Wright,    10  293;  Brickett  v.  Davis,  21  Pick.  404; 

How.  Pr.  79;  Brown  v.  Orvis,  6  Id.  Shepard  v.   Merrill,    13  Johns.   473; 

37G;  Haraer  v.    McFarlin,   4  Denio,  Bissell  v.  Cornell,  24  Wend.  354. 

500;  Graham  v.  Stone,  6  How.  Pr.  15;  *  Baker  v.  Wilkins,  3  Barb.  220. 

Snyder  V.  Andrews,  6  Barb.  43.     The  ^Falkerson  v.  George,  3  Abb.  Pr. 

reply  by  plaintiff,  immediately  after  75. 

the  defendant  uttered   the  slander-  *  Howard  v.  Raymond,  11  Abb.  Pr. 

0U8  words,   may   be  proved  by  de-  155. 
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state  several  defenses  to  different  parts  ;^  and  that  a  plea  mi^ht 
apply  to  part  of  a  libel.'    So,  if  the  matter  is  divisible.* 

§  3644.    Justifioation— Truth  of  PuldioatlcxD,  "when  the 
Charge  is  Speoifio. 

Form  No.  86U 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  charge  and  supposed  defamatory  words  in  the  com- 
plaint set  forth  are  each  and  all  of  them  thie. 
§  8645.    The  Same— When  the  Charge  is  GeneraL 

Form  No,  862, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  the 

plaintiff  stole  from  [the  defendant  one  bale  of  hay],  to  which 
the  defendant  referred  when  speaking  [or  printing  or  writing] 
the  words  stated  in  the  complaint.^ 

§  3646.  Truth  of  Publieation,  how  Pleaded.— Truth,  as 
a  defense,  must  be  set  up  by  plea  or  answer.^  It  is  an  issuable 
plea,"  and  may  be  set  up,  although  the  power  to  punish  him 
may  be  barred  by  limitation; '  or  although  the  plaintiff  has  been 
tried  upon  the  charge  and  acquitted,*  or  pardoned.'  Where  the 
defamatory  charge  is  in  general  terms,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  set 
up  the  answer  merely  that  such  charge  is  true.'*  But  facts  must 
be  stated  showing  that  it  is  true."  Where  the  charge  is  specific, 
it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  charge  is  true."  Where  the 
facts  are  required  to  be  alleged,  they  must  be  stated  with  cer> 
tainty."  So  to  justify  a  charge  of  crime,  the  plea  or  answer 
must  specify  jbhe  crime  with  certainty."    An  averment  that  it 

^Cooper  V.  Greeley,  1  Denio,  365;  *  Cooke  v.  Field,  3  Esp.  133. 

and  see  Ames  v.  Hazard,  6  R.  I.  335.  *  Baume  ▼.  Clause,  5  Hill,  106. 

'Spencerv.Southwick,llJohns.573.  *"Van  Wyck  v.   Guthrie,  4  Dner, 

*  Edwards  v.  Bell,  1  Bing.  403;  268;  Holmea  v.  Catesby,  1  Taunt.  ^l.\ 
Cooper  V.  Lawson,  1  Perr.  &  D.  15;  "Anibal  v.  Hunter,  6  How.  Fr. 
O'Connell  v.  Mansfield,  9  Irish  L.  R.  255;  Sayles  v.  Wordeu,  Id.  S4;  Levis 
179;  Torrey  v.  Fields,  10  Vt.  353.  v.   Kendall,   Id.  59;   Buddington   v. 

^The  above  form  is  from  the  report  Davis,  Id.  401;  Steinman  t.  Clark«  2 

of  the  code  commissioners  of  New  Abb.  Pr.  407;  S.  C,  10  Abb.  Pr.  132; 

York,  p.  147.     In  a  defense  pleaded  Fry  v.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.  69;   Lawtoo 

in  an  action  for  libel  that  the  charges  v.  Hunt,  4  Rich.  258;  Billings  v.  Wal- 

contained  in  the  alleged  libelous  pub-  ler,  28  How.  iV.  97. 

lication  were  true,  such  matter  is  not  '^Van   Wyck  v.  Guthrie,  4  Daer, 

new  matter  within  the  meanins  of  268;   see  also    1    Rolle  Abr.   87;    1 

the  code:  Maretzek  v.  Cauldwelf,  19  Stark,  on  Sland.  478;  Townsbend  oo 

Abb.  Pr.  35.  Sland.  &  Lib.  438. 

*  Manning  V.  Clement,  7  Bing.  367;  "Id.;  Van  Ness  v.  Hamilton,  19 
2  Greeul.  £v.  424.  Johns.   349;   Riggs   v.   Dcuniston,  3 

•Woodwardv.  Andrews,  iBrev.  310.    Johns.  Gas,  108. 
'  Van  Ankin  v.  Westfall,  14  Johns.       "  NaU  v.  HUl,  Peck,  325. 
2^54. 
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was  generally  reported  that  plaintifif  had  been  guilty  of  the 
crime  charged  upon  him  by  the  words  complained  of,  is  irrel- 
evant as  a  defense,  and  will  be  stricken  out  on  motion.^  The 
defendant  may,  in  his  answer,  allege  both  the  truth  of  the 
matter  charged  as  defamatory,  and  any  mitigating  circumstances 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages;  and  whether  he  prove  the 
justification  or  not,  he  may  give  in  evidence  the  mitigating  cir- 
cumstances.' 

§  8647.  Justdfioatlon  and  Denial  of  Malice,  in  Charge 
of  Larceny. 

Form  No,  86$. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  each  and  every  article  in  the  complaint  mentioned  as 
having  been  charged  by  defendant  to  have  been  stolen  by  the 
plaintiff  had  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  been 
taken  and  stolen  from  the  defendant. 

II.  That  the  defendant  is  informed  and  believes  that  the 
plaintiff  has  been  and  is  guilty  of  each  and  every  charge  in 
said  complaint  alleged  to  have  been  made  against  her  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  whatever  the  defendant  has  said  of  or  con- 
ceming  the  plaintiff,  she  has  said  in  the  full  belief  of  its  truth 
and  verity,  and  in  self-vindication  and  warning  to  others,  and 
not  from  any  motives  of  malice  towards  the  plaintiff.' 

§  3648.  Setting  up  a  Defense  and  Mitigating  Circum- 
stances. 

Form  No,  864. 

LTlTLE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

First.  For  a  defense: 

That  the  publication  complained  of  was  true.  [If  the  alleged 
libel  was  not  specific  in  its  charges,  state  the  facts  upon  which 
it  was  founded.  ] 

Second.   As  mitigating  circumstances: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  the  plaintiff 

accused  one  B.  C.  of  burglary  at  . . : 

^  Van  Benschoten  v.  Yaple,  13  How.  ing  charges  against  hinf  calculated  to 

Pr.  07;  see  also  Graham  v.  Stone,  6  bring  him  into  general  contempt,  and 

Id.  15.     As  to  what  matters  may  be  then  to  justify  himself  by  stating  his 

given  in  evidence  in  mitigation,  with-  authority,  and  proving  his  statement: 

out  being  pleaded,  see  Barter  v.  Crill,  Romayne  v.  Duane,  3  Wash.  0.  C. 

33  Barb.  283.  246.     Yov  what  is  a  justification,  and 

"See    Cal.   Code   C.  P.,  soc.   461;  how  it  should  be  pleatled,  see  Kerr  v. 

Laws  of  Oregon,  sec.  89;  Code  of  New  Force,  3  Crauch  C.  C.  8.     The  above 

Vork,  ed.  1877,  sec.  535.  form   is  sustained    by   Steiuman   v, 

» No  man  is  at  liberty  to  trifle  with  Clark,  10  Abb.  Pr.  132. 
the  character  of  another,  by  publish- 
EsTSE,  Vol.  11-40 
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II.  That  thereupon  an  officer  of  the  police  of took 

the  said  B.  G.  into  custody,  and  conducted  him  to  a  station- 
house. 

III.  That  while  at  the  station-house,  the  said  B.  C.  made  to 
the  captain  of  police  there  in  command  a  statement,  which  k 
fairly  and  truly  reported  in  the  publication  complained  of  [or 
made  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  robbery  with  which  he 
was  charged  was  planned  by  the  plaintiff,  and  was  effected  by 
him  and  the  plaintiff  in  concert;  that  they  quarreled  over  the 
division  of  the  plunder,  and  that  thereupon  the  plaintiff  chiu^ged 
him  with  the  felony]. 

IV.  That  afterwards  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  by  a  police 
officer,  and  conveyed  before  J.  P.,  a  police  justice  of  the  city  of 

^ ,  and  held  to  bail  by  the  said  justice,  to  answer  the 

charges  of  the  said  B.  C. 

y.  That  the  publication  complained  of  contained  a  fair  and 
true  statement  of  the  preceding  circumstances. 

VI.  That  it  was  published  in  a  newspaper  belonging  to  the 
defendant,  by  his  employees,  without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 

YII.  That  the  persons  publishing  it  inserted  it  as  an  item  of 
public  news,  without  malice,  believing  the  same  to  be  true.* 

§  3649.    Privileged  Publication. 

Form  No.  865, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18. . ,  at ,  an 

action  was  tried  in  the court  of  ,  in  which 

was  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  herein  was  defendant 

[or  an  indictment  having  been  found  against  the  plaintiff  for 
,  he  was  tried  therefor  in  the court;  or  other- 
wise, as  the  case  may  be]. 

n.  That  the  article  published  in  the  defendant's  newspaper, 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  was  a  fair  and  true  report  of  the 

testimony  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  named ,  made  in  the 

course  of  the  said  trial.' 

§  3650.    Privileged  Communication— Another  Fozm. 

FoTT/i  No,  866, 
[  Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

^  This  form  and  the  three  following  sary  for  the  defendant  to  deny  the 

are  from  the  form  book  of  the  code  allegation  of  malice:  Garr  v.  Seldea, 

commissioners  of  New  York.  4  N,  Y.  91 ;  and  see  Suydam  v.  Moffatt, 

^  Words  spoken  or  written  in  a  legal  1  Sandf.  459;  Buddington  v.  Davis,  6 

proceeding,  and  material  to  the  con-  How.  Pr.  401.      For  other  cases  of 

troversy,  are  privileged.     No  action  privileged    communication   see  anU, 

will  lie  upon  them,  and  it  is  not  neces-  vol.  1,  p.  G20,  par.  1G7S. 
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I.  That  at  the  time  of  publishing  the  words  mentioned  in  the 

complaint,  an  action  was  pending  in  the court  between 

[the  parties  to  this  acdon]. 

II.  That  at  that  time  this  defendant  applied  to  B.  C,  the 

judge  of  the  said  court,  for  an  order  of ,  and  upon  his 

application  presented  to  the  said  judge  an  affidavit  containing 
the  words  complained  of,  which  said  affidavit  was  pertinent  to 
the  said  application. 

III.  That  the  defendant  did  not  in  any  other  way  publish  the 
said  words. 

§  3651.    The  Same— Another  Form. 

Form  No,  867. 

[TiTUB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  was  at  the  time  of  uttering  the  words  mentioned 
in  the  complaint  the  [confidential  clerk]  of 

II.  That  the  said inquired  of  the  defendant  the  char- 
acter of  the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  of  employing  him  as  a  clerk 
[or  as  the  case  may  be],  and  the  defendant  then  stated  to  him 
the  matter  referred  to  in  the  complaint. 

III.  That  the  defendant  had  probableiCause  for  beHeving,  and 
did  believe,  the  same  to  be  true. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

INJURIES  CAUSED  BY  NEGLIGENCE. 

§  3652.    Denial  of  Ownership  and  Possession. 

Form  No.  868. 
[TrrLE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  at  the  time  of  the  grievance  alleged  the  defendant  was 
not  the  owner,  and  had  not  the  possession  or  control  of  the 
premises  in  which  said  hole  or  hatchway  was  [or,  that  the 
said  horse  and  carriage  alleged  to  have  been  injured  were  not 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff]. 
§  3653.    Plaintiif 's  Own  NegUgenoe. 

Form  No.  869. 
[Title,] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  defendant  and  his  servants  used  due  care  and  dili- 
gence about  the  construction  of  the  said  building  [or  in  repair- 
ing said  street,  and  replacing  the  pavement  thereof;  or  in 
guarding  the  said  excavation  with  proper  bulwarks,  and  in  put- 
ting up  lights  during  the  night-time;  or  otherwise,  according 
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to  the  allegations  in  the  complaint],  and  that  said  injuzy  ^ras 
^  ^^^  not  caused  by  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  or 
his  servants,  but  was  owing  to  the  negligence  and  faulfc  oi  the 
plaintiff  himself. 

§  3654.  Gfreneral  Denial. — ^In  an  action  for  damages  for 
negligence,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  answer  should  aver  that 
the  plaintiff's  negligence  contributed  to  the  injury  in  order  to 
enable  defendant  to  offer  evidence  of  that  fact.  It  may  be 
shown,  under  a  general  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  chaige,  that  the 
injury  was  caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence.* 

§  3655.  Ck>ncurrent  Negligence. — ^If ,  in  an  action  brought 
by  a  laborer  against  his  employer,  to  recover  damages  for  an 
injury  sustained  by  the  employer's  carelessness,  the  employer 
relies  for  a  defense  upon  the  fact  that  such  injuries  were  caased 
by  the  negligence  or  improper  conduct  of  a  fellow-servant,  an 
averment  to  that  effect  should  be  made  in  the  answer.  An 
averment  that  the  plaintiff's  injury  was  caused  by  his  own  neg- 
ligence does  not  raise  the  issue. '  Query,  whether  in  action  against 
a  carrier,  for  injuries  resulting  in  the  death  of  a  passenger,  owing 
to  the  concurrent  negligence  of  the  carrier  and  a  third  i)arty ,  the 
defense  of  concurrent  negligence  in  the  agencies  producing  death, 
if  a  defense  at  all,  can  be  heard  without  being  specially  pleaded.' 

§  3656.    Denial  of  Possession  of  Vicious  Dog. 

Form  No.  870. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  does  not  own  the  said  dog,  and  never  did;  and  that 
he  was  not  the  possessor  of  the  said  dog  at  the  time  of  the 
grievances  alleged,  nor  at  any  other  time,  before  or  since  said 
alleged  grievances.    . 

§  3657.  General  Denial. — In  an  action  for  keeping  a  ferocious 
dog,  which  bit  the  plaintiff,  defendant  may  on  general  denial  avail 
himself  of  want  of  proof  that  the  dog  was  accustomed  to  bite.* 

§  3658.    Denial  of  Scienter. 

Form  No.  871. 
[TrrLK.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  at  the  time  of  the  grievances  alleged  the  defendant  did 
not  know,  and  had  no  reason  to  believe,  that  said  dog  was  accus- 
tomed to  bite  mankind,  or  was  of  a  mischievous  nature  [or  other- 
wise, according  to  the  allegations  of  the  complaint]. 

^  MacBonnell  v.  Buffnm,  31  How.  '  Lockb&rt  v.  Lichtenthaler,  46  Pa. 

Pr.  154.  St.  151. 

a  Conlin  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R.  Ck).,  *  Hogan  v.  Sharpe,  7  Car.  &  P.  7r»5. 
36  Cal.  404. 


SUBDIVISIOl^J"  FOUETH. 

INJURIES  TO  PEOPBBTY. 


CHAPTER  L 

BAILEES. 


§  3659.    Denial  of  Bailment. 

F<yrm  No.  872? 
[Title.] 

The  defendants  answer  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  said  goods  described  in  the  complaint  were  not  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  were  not  deposited  with  the  de- 
fendants by  him  or  his  agents. 

n.  That  the  same  was  the  property  of  one  A.  B. ,  to  whom 
the  possession  of  them  belonged  when  this  action  was  brought.^ 

§  3660.  Estoppel— Hirer  of  Chattels.-— A  bailee  or  agent 
can  not  dispute  the  original  title  of  the  bailor  or  principal,  from 
whom  he  has  received  property.'  To  the  general  rale  that  a 
bailee  will  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  title  in  a  third  party,  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  bailor,  there  is  an  exception  in  the  cases 
where  the  bailor's  possession  was  obtained  by  fraud.'  A  hirer 
of  chattels,  in  the  absense  of  a  special  agreement,  is  not  bound 
to  make  good  their  loss  by  fire,  while  in  his  possession,  without 
his  fault.* 

§  3661.  Uability  of  Bailees.— Although  bailees  without 
reward  are  liable  only  for  gross  negligence,  the  question  of  gross 
negligence  depends  in  part  upon  the  nature  of  the  thing  bailed.^ 
The  test  is  to  consider  whether  they  have  omitted  that  care 
which  bailees  without  hire  or  mandataries  of  ordinary  prudence 
usually  take  of  property,  of  the  nature  of  that  in  question.' 
And  liability  depends  upon  the  abuse  of  the  thing  hired,  or  such 

^  See  Beach  v.  Berdell,  2  Duer,  327,  erty  bailed,  see  Robinson  y.  Haas,  40 

where  this  defense  was  sustained.  Id.  474. 

'  Vosburgh  v.  Huntington,  15  Abb.  *  Story  on  Bailm.,  sec.  414;  Hyland 

Pr.  154;  and  compare  Sand  v.  Sea-  v.  Paal,  33  Barb.  241. 

man's  Sav.  Bauk»  37  Barb.  129.  *  Tracy  v.  Wood,  3  Mason,  132, 

» Hayden  v.  Davis,  9  Cal.  673.     As  'Id, 
to  the  liability  of  a  transferee  of  prop- 
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negligence  in  its  use  as  brings  responsibility  upon  the  hirer.* 
A  bailee  of  mining  stock  is  not  liable  for  a  sale  of  the  bailor  s 
stock,  if  he  at  all  times  holds  and  keeps  for  the  bailor  an  equal 
number  of  shares  of  equal  value,  and  replaces  whenever  caUed 
upon.'  If  the  bailee  of  personal  property  sell  it  in  Tiolation  of 
his  authority,  the  owner  may,  as  a  general  rule,  ratify  the  sale 
and  demand  the  proceeds.* 

§  3662.  Several  Defenses. — ^In  an  action  to  recoTer  securi- 
ties pledged  with  defendants,  the  defendants  in  their  answer 
may  deny  knowledge,  etc. ,  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  whether  the 
securities  belonged  to  plaintiff;  and  also  aver  that  the  securities 
were  delivered  to  them  by  plaintiff  as  collateral  to  debts  yet  un- 
paid.^ 


CHAPTER  IL 

COMMON    CARRIERS. 

§  8663.    Denial  of  Being  a  Common  Carrier. 

Form' No,  87S, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  he  is  not  now,  and  was  not  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  or  at  any  time,  a  common  carrier.^ 
§  3664.    Denial  of  Employment. 

Fot-m  No,  874- 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  did  not  undertake  nor  agree  to  carry  the  said  goods 

to   ,  nor  to  deliver  them  there  to ,  and 

that  said never  paid  him,  nor  agreed  to  pay  him, 

any  reward  for  such  service. 

§  3665.  Negligenoe  and  Delay. — ^Bozes  of  poultry  packed 
in  ice  were  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  carrier  by  steamboat, 
and  his  clerk  signed  a  receipt  for  them,  stating  their  contents. 
The  boat  was  delayed  by  fog,  no  attention  was  paid  to  the 
poultry,  and  it  was  spoiled.  Plaintiffs  had  long  sent  poultry  by 
defendant's  boat,  who,  when  delayed,  had  often  forwarded  the 
same  by  rail.    It  was  held  that  defendants  were  liable.'   A  com« 

^  See  Jones  on  Bailm.  120;  Beeves  v.  2  Hilt.  19.     Forwarders  remain  liable 

The  ''Constitntion,"  Gilp.  579.  aa  carriers  so  long  as  they  retain  the 

'  Atkins  V.  Gamble,  42  Cal.  86.  custody  of  the  goods  as  such:  Goold 

•Id.  V.  Chapin.  20  N.  Y.  259;  compare, 

*Townsend  V.  Platt,3Abb.  Pr.326.  however,  Johnson  v.  N.  Y.  Cen.  K, 

^Forwarders    and   carriers   distin-  R.  Co.,  31  Barb.  196. 
guished:  Place  y.  Union  Express  Co.,        *Peck  v.  Weeks,  34  Conn.  145. 
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mon  carrier  is  not  only  responsible  for  negligence,  but  is  an 
insurer  against  loss  not  occasioned  bj  the  act  of  God,  the  public 
enemies,  or  the  fault  of  the  party  suffering  the  loss.'  When 
loss  occurs,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  carrier  to  show 
that  it  resulted  from  one  or  the  other  of  these  excepted  cases.' 
An  injury  to  a  passenger  without  his  fault  is  prima  fade  proof 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier.' 
§  3666.    Denial  of  Receipt  of  Goods. 

Form  No.  875. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  said   never  delivered  to  him  the  said  goods 

mentioned  in  said  complaint,  and  that  he  never  received  the 
same,  or  any  of  them. 

§  3667.    Denial  of  Loss. 

Form  No,  876. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  denies,  on  his  information  and  belief,  that  said  goods 
were  lost  to  the  said ,  ^nd  denies  that  he  was  negli- 
gent in  and  about  the  transporting,  storing,  or  unloading  of  the 
same. 

§  3668.    That  the  Ck>ntract  ufras  Special. 

Form  No,  877, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were  delivered  by 
the  plaintiffs  to,  and  received  by,  the  defendants,  upon  a  special 
contract  between  them,  whereby  it  was  provided  that  [state 
terms  of  contract]. 

§  3669.  Efffeet  of  Special  Contract. — A  common  carrier 
may,  by  special  contract,  restrict  or  modify  his  common-law 
liability  as  an  insurer  of  goods  received  for  transportation.*  Or 
the  carrier  may  contract  that  he  shall  have  the  benefit  of  any 
insiurance  effected  by  or  on  account  of  the  owner.*  The  valid- 
ity of  an  express  contract  between  the  owner  of  goods  and  a 
carrier,  limiting  the  general  responsibility  of  the  latter,  is  un- 
doubted.* 

*  Bohannan  v.  Hammond,  42  Cal.        ^  Merc.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Calebs,  20' 
227.  N.  Y.  173. 

» Id.  •  The  New  Jersey  Steam  Nav.  Co.. 

'Ycomans  v.  Contra  Costa  S.  N.  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  6  How.  U.  S. 

Co.,  44  CaL  72.  344;  Grace  v.  Adams,  100  Mass.  605^ 

*  Merc.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Calebs,  20  Falkenau  v.  Fargo,  55  N.  Y,  642;  S^ 
N.  Y.  173;  Meyer  v.  Hamden's  Exp.  C,  44  How.  Pr.  385. 

Co.,  24  How.  Pr.  290. 
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§  3670.    The  Same — Express  Ck>mpany. — ^A  receipt  given 
by  an  express  company,  and  limiting  their  liability  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  of  them  for  carriage,  is  not  a  defense  in  an  action 
for  the  loss  of  such  goods,  unless  knowledge  of  the  contents  of 
the  receipt  is  brought  home  to  the  plaintiff.^    The  Adams  Ex- 
press Company  gave  receipts  for  goods,  "value  under  fifty  dol- 
lars, unless  otherwise  herein  stated : "  it  was  held  that  this  did 
not  exempt  them  from  liability  beyond  that  amount  for  goods 
lost  by  their  want  of  ordinary  care.'    A  parcel  worth  six  hun- 
dred and  seventy-five  dollars  was  lost  in  transportation  by  the 
Adams  Express  Company.     Their  agent  had  given  a  printed 
receipt  containing  a  stipulation  that  in  no  event  ' '  shall  the 
holder  hereof  demand  beyond  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  at  which 
the  article  forwarded  is  hereby  valued,  unless  otherwise  herein 
expressed,  or  unless  specially  insured"  by  the  company,  "and 
so  specified  in  this  receipt."     The  value  of  the  parcel  was  not 
made  known  to  the  company,  and  it  was  not  specially  insured: 
it  was  held  that  the  company  was  not  liable  for  more  than  fifty 
dollars,  with  interest.'    It  seems  to  be  the  prevailing  rule  that 
although  common  carriers  may  limit  their  responsibility  bj  an 
express  contract,  they  can  not  do  so  by  a  mere  notice,  ev^i 
when  the  notice  is  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  person  with 
whom  they  deal,  unless  it  is  abo  clearly  and  unequivocally  as- 
sented to  by  them.*    But  he  may  qualify  his  liability  by  gen- 
eral notice  as  to  the  manner  of  delivery,  or  that  information 
shall  be  given  of  the  value  of  any  article,  if  it  exceeds  a  certain 
sum,  and  that  an  additional  price  must  be  paid  therefor.*    If 
the  defense  is  the  operation  of  a  peril  of  a  class  excepted,  the 
answer  should  specify  what  the  particular  peril  was,  so  that  the 
plaintiff  may  meet  it.*    Where  the  complaint  is  ex  contractUy 
and  does  not  allege  prepayment,  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 
had  notice  of  the  condition  on  which  the  defendant  received 
them,  and  delivered  them  with  knowledge  of  it,  is  enough.' 

§  3671.    Title  to  Goods.— The  master  of  a  vessel  is  entitled 

*  Belger  v.  Dinsmore,  61  Barb.  69.  *  See  2  Qreenl.  Ev.,  sec  215;  Oraoge 

*  Orndorff  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  3  County  Bank  v.  Brown,  9  Wend.  1 15; 
Bush,  194.  Hopkins  v.  VVestcott,  6  Blatchf.  &1; 

*  Brehme  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  25  Gorham  Mig.  Co.  v.  Fargo,  45  How. 
Md.  328.  Pr.  90;  Hendricks*  ExV  v.  Thornton, 

«Sce  RawBon  v.  Penn.  E.  R.  Co.,  45  Ga.    305;  CaL    Civil   Code^  aec 

48  N.  Y.  212;  Blossom  v.  Dodd,  43  2176. 

Id.  264;  Buckland  v.  Adams  Express  *  Woodworth  v.  McBridc,  3  Wend. 

Co.,  97  Mass.  125;  The  New  Jersey  227. 

Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  MerchanU*  Bank,  '  Wyld  v.  Pickford,  S  Meo.  k  W. 

6  How.  U.  8.  344;  Cal.  CivU  Code,  443. 
Bee  2174. 
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to  prove  that  the  goods  which  he  failed  to  deliver  at  a  certain 
place  according  to  agreement  belonged  to  a  third  party,  who 
bad  forbidden  such  delivery,  and  that  plaintiff  had  obtained 
possession  of  such  goods  by  fraud.* 

§  3672.    Damage  by  Plaintiff's  Fault. 

Form  No.  878. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were  a  danger- 
ous and  explosive  substance  known  as  nitro-glycerine,  which 
the  plaintiff  then  well  knew,  but  which  the  defendant  did  not 
know,  and  could  not  reasonably  be  expected  to  know. 

II .  That  the  plaintiffs  did  not  inform  the  defendant  of  the 
destructive  nature  of  the  goods,  and  negligently  delivered  the 
same  to  the  defendaut  in  bulk,  and  thereby  induced  the  defend- 
ant to  believe  that  the  same  might  be  placed  in  with  other 
goods,  casks,  and  boxes,  without  danger  or  injuiy. 

III.  [State  special  contract,  if  any,  which  was  thereby  vio- 
lated.] 


CHAPTER  m. 

BY  AGENTS,  EMPLOYEES,  AND  OTHERS. 

§  3673.    jDenlal  of  Negllgenoe  In  Sale. 

Form  No.  879. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

That  he  was  not  negligent  in  and  about  selling  said  goods, 
but  sold  the  same  with  due  diligence,  and  for  as  large  a  price  as 
he  could  obtain. 

§  3674.  Factor. — A  factor  whose  discretion  in  making  sales 
is  not  limited  by  instructions  is  not,  by  selling  forthwith,  made 
liable  for  misfeasance,  where  it  appears  that  he  acted  in  con- 
sonance with  the  general  opinion  of  dealers  in  the  article  at  the 
time.' 

§  3675.    Denial  of  Negligence  In  Giving  Credit. 

Form  No.  880. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  sold  said  goods  to  one  A.  B. ,  who  was  a  merchant  at 

,  in  good  standing  and  credit,  for  the  sum  of 

dollars;  and  for  the  payment  of  said  sum  he  took  the  bill  of  the 

*  Hayden  v.  Davis,  9  Cal.  673. 

'  Miilbank  v.  Dennistoim,  10  Bobw.  3S2. 
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said  A.  B.,  drawn  on  and  accepted  by  one  C.  D.,  jMijable  in 

months  after  date,  which  bill  was  at  the  time  held  and 

considered  an  approved  bill. 
§  3676.    Denial  of  Injury. 

Form  2^0.  881 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  said  dog  did  not  kill  the  sheep  alleged,  or  any  one  of 
them,  nor  did  he  injure  or  worry  them,  or  any  of  them. 
§  3677.    The  Same— €k>lllsion  on  Highway. 

Form  No,  882. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant 
was  driving  his  said  carriage  in  the  highway,  and  the  horse  of 
the  plaintiff,  being  at  the  same  time  there,  was  so  carelesslj, 
negligently,  and  improperly  managed  by  the  plaintiff,  that  bv 
reason  thereof  the  carriage  of  the  defendant,  without  any  fault 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  by  want  of  due  care  in  the 
management  of  his  horse  by  the  plaintiff,  was  driven  against 
said  horse,  and  thereby  said  horse  sustained  the  injury  alleged ; 
and  that  if  any  damage  happened  to  said  horse  it  was  caused  by 
such  accident,  and  not  by  the  faidt  of  the  defendant. 

§  3678.  Ijxouse. — Id  a  case  of  collision  between  a  steamer 
and  a  sailing  vessel,  matter  of  excuse  on  the  part  of  the  steam- 
boat must  be  set  forth  clearly  in  the  answer  of  the  claimants,  and 
must  be  proved  as  laid.^  He  who  avers  a  fact  in  excuse  for  his 
own  malfeasance  must  prove  it.'  In  a  collision  cause,  the  de- 
fendant can  not  rely  on  a  simple  negative,  but  must  state  the 
circumstances  relating  to  the  collision.' 

§  3679.  General  Denial. — In  an  action  for  injury  to  prop- 
erty, alleged  in  the  complaint  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendaiit's  agents,  an  answer  denying  every  alle- 
gation in  the  complaint  puts  in  issue  the  defendant's  liability; 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  injury  was  done  by  other 
persons,  who  were  responsible  therefor,  and  not  the  defendant* 
In  an  action  for  damages  for  diversion  of  water  of  plaintiff's, 
where  defendants  plead  the  general  issue,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  defense  to  prove  that  a  prior  claim  to  the  water  exists  in 
a  third  party.      Such  a  defense  should  have  been   spocially 

»The  "Waehington  Irving."  Abb.  'The  "Why  Not,"  L.  R.  2  Adm. 

Adm.  336.  &  Ecc.  265. 

"Finn  v.  Vallc  jo  Street  Wharf  Co.,  *Schular  v.  Hudson  River  R.  E. 

7  Cal.  253.  Co.,  38  Barb.  653. 
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pleaded,  and  the  third  party  made  a  party  to  the  action.*  That 
the  overflow  or  leakage  was  occasioned,  not  by  the  acts  or  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendants,  but  by  the  acts  or  negligence  of 
another,  was  matter  of  denial  simply,  not  new  matter  of  defense, 
to  be  proved  only  when  defendants  open  their  case.' 

§  3680.  Iiyury  by  Dam. — ^The  want  of  reasonable  care  on 
tbe  part  of  another  who  is  injured  by  the  breaking  of  a  dam  can 
not  be  set  up  in  defense  to  an  action  for  damages  for  the  in- 
juries thus  suffered." 

§  3G81.  Negligence  of  Plaintiff.— In  an  action  for  negli- 
gence, the  plaintiff  can  not  recover  if  his  own  or  his  agent's 
negligence  contributed  to  the  injury  complained  of.*  So  where 
the  plaintiff  left  his  horse  feeding  on  a  narrow  wharf,  from 
"which  the  horse  was  thrown  into  the  water  from  a  collision.^ 
The  owner  of  a  cow,  who  suffers  her  to  go  at  large,  on  the  pub- 
lic street  of  a  city,  on  a  railroad  track,  at  a  time  when  cars  are 
passing,  with  no  one  to  take  charge  of  her,  in  the  absence  of 
gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad,  can  not  recover  for 
injuries  to  the  cow.^  But  a  negligent  act  or  omission  of  the 
plaintiff  is  not  ground  for  defense,  unless  it  contributes  to  pro- 
duce the  injury  complained  of.^  It  must  be  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injuiy.'  Proximate  cause  means  negligence  at  the 
time  the  injury  happened." 

» Humphreys  v.  McCaU,  9  Cal.  59.  4  N.  Y.   349;  Corwin  v.  N.  Y.  &, 

^Jacksou  V.  F.  R.  Water  Co.,  14  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  13  Id.  42;  2  E.  D. 

Cal.  18.  Smith,  257;   Bowman  v.   Troy  and 

» Fraler  v.  Sears  Union  Water  Co.,  Boston  R.  R.  Co.,  37  Barb.  516.     Of 

12  Cal.  555.  negligence  on  the  part  ($f  the  plaintiff 

'Johnson  v.  Hudson  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  and  the  burden  of  showing  and  dis- 

20  N.  Y.  68;  Clark  v.  Eighth  Av.  R.  proving  it,  see  Williams  ▼.  O'Keefe, 

R.  Co.,  32  Barb.  657;  Brooklyn  etc.  24  How.  Pr.   16;  Ernst  v.   Hudson 

R.  R.  Co.  V.  Brooklyn  City  R.  R.  River  R.  R.  Co.,  Id.  97;  reversing  32 

Co.,  33  Id.  429;  Manaam  v.  Brook-  Barb.   159;    19  How.  Pr.  205.    For 

lyn  City  R.  It.  Co.,  36  Id.  230;  Cox  mutual,  co-operating  negligence,  see 

V.  Westchester  Turnpike  Road,  33  Jd.  antCf  vol.  1,  p.  655  et  seq. ;  see  also 

414.  Thomas  v.  Kenyon,  1  Daly,  132. 

*  Morris  v.  Phelps,  2  Hilt.  38;  cit-  »  Haley  v.  Earle,  30  N.  Y.  208. 
ing  Hartficld  v.  Roper,  21  Wend.  "Needham  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R. 
C15;  Rathbun  v.  Payne,  19  Id.  399;  Co.,  37  Cal.  409;  Flynn  v.  S.  F.  &  S. 
Burckle  v.  The  New  York  Dry  Dock  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  40  Id.  14. 
Co.,  2  Hall,  151;  Lane  v.  Crorabie,  12  •Needham  v.  S.  F.  &  S.  J.  R.  R. 
Pick.  17,7;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Id.  621;  Co.,  37  CaI.  409;  Mannius  v.  Cham- 
see  also  Wilds,  AdmV,  v.  Hudson  R.  pion,  40  Id.  121;  see  also  Karr  v. 
R. R.  Co.,  24 N.  Y.  430;  8  Com.  Bench,  Parks,  Id.  188;  Schierhold  v.  N.  B.  & 
N.  S.,  672;  10  Bosw.  216.  M.  R.  R.  Co.,  Id.  447;  McCoy  v.  Cal. 

•Munger  v.  Tonawan^la  R.  R.  Co.,  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  Id.  532;  41  Id.  109. 


636  FORMS  OF  ANSWEBS.  §  3682. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

SLANDER   OF  TITLE^ 

§  3682.    Slander  of  Title. 

Form  No.  883. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint : 

I.  The  defendant  avers  that  the  words  charged  in  the  com- 
plaint to  have  been  spoken,  and  each  of  them,  were  and  are 
true. 

II.  Defendant  denies  that,  by  the  words  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint to  have  been  spoken  by  him,  the  plaintiff  was  injured  in 
any  manner,  or  to  any  amount  whatever. 

m.  And  the  defendant  denies  that  the  said  words  were  ut- 
tered maliciously. 


CHAPTER  V. 

TRESPASS. 

§  3683.    Trespass  on  Ijand— Denial  of  Plaintiff's 

Form  No,  88j^ 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  said  dwelling-house  [or  land]  was  not  the  plaintiff 's 
as  alleged,  or  at  all. 

§3684.  General  Issue. — Any  matter  done  by  virtue  of 
a  warrant  must  be  specially  pleaded.*  The  defendant  may 
prove  under  a  general  denial  that  a  tenant  of  the  plaintiff  was 
in  the  actual  possession.*  Where  the  defendant  is  in  the  ad- 
verse possession  trespass  will  not  lie.* 

§  3685.  Title  in  Defendant. — In  an  action  for  damages  for 
an  unlawful  entry  on  plaintiff's  premises,  an  answer  setting  up 
title  in  defendant,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  by  issuing  an  in- 
junction deprived  defendant  of  2)OSsession,  it  was  held,  under 
the  circumstances,  sufficient  to  make  out  a  counter-claim.*  In 
trespass  on  land,  plaintiff's  title  is  not  put  in  issue  by  a  genend 

^  Ck).  Lit.  282;  Butterworth  v.  So-  case,  what  is  put  in  issue  by  the  gen- 

per,  13  Johns.  443;  Martin  v.  Clark,  eral  issue,  see  Richardson  v.  City  of 

Hempst.  259.  Boston,  19  How.  U.  S.  263:  GodJard 

'  Uttendorffer  v.  Saegers,  50  CaL  v.  Davis,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  33;  Uogan 

496.  V.  Brown,  1  Id.  7o;  Poncoast  v.  Barry, 

»  Raffetto  V.  Fieri,  50  Cal.  363.  In  an  Id.  1 76. 
action  for  trespass  or  trespass  on  tho        *  Ashley  v.  Marshall,  29  N.  Y.  4M. 
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denial/  A  plaintiff  who  recovers  in  trespass  qaare  clauBum 
f  regit  does  not  thereby  become  invested  with  the  title,  or  suc- 
ceed to  the  interest  which  the  defendant  may  have  had  in  the 
property.' 

§  3686.    Denial  of  Plaintiff's  Possession. 

F<yrm  No.  885, 
[Title.  J 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  lands  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  or  any  part  thereof. 

§  3687.  Denial  of  Damage. — In  an  action  of  trespass, 
where  there  is  no  specific  denial  of  the  amount  of  damage  al- 
leged in  the  complaint,  although  the  alleged  cause  of  damage 
is  specially  traversed,  it  is  doubtful  whether  such  answer 
amounts  to  a  denial  of  the  damage.' 

§  3688.  Insufficient  Defense. — ^In  trespass  quare  clavsum 
/regit,  the  defense  that  the  act  complained  of  was  not  commit- 
ted where  the  plaintiff  lays  it,  but  in  another  lot  where  defend- 
ant was  justified  in  committing  said  act,  is  in  fact  only  a  denial 
of  what  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove,  and  only  amounts  to  the 
general  issue,  and  is  bad  on  demurrer.^  In  trespass  quare  clau- 
Bum/regit,  where  the  complaint  avers  matters  of  aggravation 
after  the  entry,  an  answer  justifying  the  aggravating  matter, 
but  admitting  plaintiff's  title  and  possession,  does  not  state 
facts  sufdcient  to  constitute  a  defense.^ 

§  3689.  Ownership. — If  ownership  is  alleged  and  denied, 
the  issue  is  immaterial.*  If  the  defendant  seeks  to  justify  the 
taking,  by  proof  of  ownership  in  a  third  person,  he  must  set 
up  in  his  answer,  not  only  such  property  in  the  third  person, 
but  also  connect  himself  with  such  owner,  by  averring  that  the 
taking  was  by  his  authority,  or  by  virtue  of  process  or  right 
against  such  owner.^ 

§  3690.  Possesislon  and  Title  must  be  Traversed. — In 
an  action  for  trespass  to  lands,  where  the  answer  does  not  trav- 
verse  the  plaintiff's  possession  or  title,  he  is  not  put  to  prove 
his  title,  although  the  land  be  wild  and  vacant."  Possession  by 
defendant  may  be  proved  under  the  general  issue.'  In  an  ac- 
tion for  a  trespass  upon  land,  alleged  by  the  complaint  to  be  in 

^Richardson  v.  City  of  Boston,  19  *  Dorman  v.  Long,  2  Barb.  214. 

How.  U.  S.  263;  Squires  v.  Seward,  ^  Pico  v.  Colimaa,  32  Cal.  678. 

16  How.  Pr.  478;  Althausc  v.  Rice,  4  ^  Kiasam  v.  Roberts,  6  Bosw.  154. 

E.  D.  Smith,  348;  see  Ferris  v.  Brown,  ^  Id. 

3  Barb.  105.  «  O'Reilly  v.  Bavies,  4  Sandf.  722. 

» Williams  v.  Sutton,  43  Cal.  65.  »  BalKJock  v.   Lamb,   1  Cow.  238; 

■  Rowe  V.  Bradley,  12  Cal.  226.  Saunders  v.  Wilson,  15  Wend.  338. 


638  FORMS  OF  ANSWERS,  §  3691. 

the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  unlawfiil  entTj 
thereon  by  the  defendants,  it  is  not  a  sufficient  traverse  of  iht 
allegation  of  possession  for  the  defendants  to  aver,  in  their 
answer,  that  to  the  best  of  their  information  and  belief  thej  did 
not  commit  the  grievance  upon  any  land  in  the  lawful  posse?;- 
sion  of  plaintiff.*  A  plea  of  possessory  title  under  a  demi^ 
from  a  third  person,  if  it  did  not  give  express  color,  was  ba-J, 
as  amounting  to  the  general  issue.'  In  trespass  quare  clau^ut.i 
f regit f  in  a  justice's  court,  defendant  may  entitle  himself  to  a 
verdict  by  showing  either  title  in  himself,  title  in  a  third  person, 
or  possession  out  of  the  plaintiff.* 
§  3G91.    Justifying  Trespass — Fences  Defective. 

Form  No.  886. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  occupy  farms  contignous 
to  each  other,  and  separated  by  a  fence  which  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  keep  in  repair.  The  plaintiff  neglected  to  keep  th^ 
fence  in  repair,  by  means  whereof  the  cattle  of  the  defendant 
escaped  over  the  fence  and  on  to  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  thereby  the  defendant  committed,  by  his  cattle  and  without 
his  fault,  the  supposed  injury  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  done 
by  the  defendant's  cattle. 

n.  That  the  defendant,  as  soon  as  he  had  notice  of  the  escape 
of  his  cattle,  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  premises  to,  and  did. 
drive  them  out,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  which  is  the 
alleged  trespass  committed  by  the  defendant,  and  set  forth  in 
the  complaint. 

§3692.  Cattle.— Thai/  the  fence  through  which  the  cattle 
entered,  and  which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  keep  in  repair, 
was  defective,  may  be  shown  by  the  defendant.^ 

§  3693.    Justification  of  Rebuilding  Fence. 

Form  No.  887. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  fence  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  a  part  of 
the  division  fence  upon  the  line  between  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff 
and  of  the  defendant,  which,  by  a  previous  agreement  between 
them,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  make  and  keep  in  repair. 

II.  That  he  took  up  and  removed  the  part  of  said  fence  which 
he  was  bound  to  repair,  and  replaced  the  same  with  a  new  fence 

*  McCJormick   v.    Bailey,    10   CaL  •  Douglas  v.    Valentine,  7   Johaa. 

230.  273,  explaining  Strong  v.    Smith,  i 

«  Collet  V.  Flinn,  5  Cow.  466;  Un  Cai.  28. 

dcrwood  v.  Campbell,  13  Wend.  78.  *  Colden  v.  Eldred,  15  Johns.  220L 
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upon  the  said  division  line,  and  with  as  little  injury  as  possible 
to  the  plaintiff's  crops,  as  he  had  full  right  to  do;  which  are 
the  acts  complained  of. 

§  3694.  Ilasexnent. — When  the  act  appears  to  be  prima 
fade  a  trespass,  any  matter  of  justification,  by  virtue  of  any 
authority  or  easement,  must  be  pleaded.'  In  trespass  qiiare 
clausum  /regit,  an  answer  justifying  merely  because  the  defend- 
ant has  an  easement  on  the  land  contains  no  defense.' 

§  3695.    Leave  and  License. 

Form  No.  888. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  Complaint  : 

That  the  acts  complained  of  were  done  by  leave  of  the  plaintiff. 

§  3696.  License,  hoi7«r  Pleaded — ^Mineral  Land. — License 
to  enter  on  the  premises  of  another  must  be  specially  pleaded.' 
But  entering  under  a  void  license  is  a  trespass.*  Where  a  miner 
enters  upon  land  in  the  possession  of  another,  claiming  the  right 
to  enter  for  mining  purposes,  he  must  justify  his  entry  by  show- 
ing: 1.  That  the  land  is  public  land;  2.  That  it  contains  mines 
or  minerals;  3.  That  he  enters  for  the  bona  fide  purpose  of  min- 
ing; and  such  justification  must  be  affirmatively  pleaded  in  the 
answer,  with  all  the  requisite  averments,  to  show  a  right  under 
the  statute  or  by  law  to  enter.*  In  an  action  for  damages  for  an 
alleged  trespass  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  if  the  defendant  jus- 
tifies the  alleged  trespass  under  the  act  in  relation  to  laying  out 
and  establishing  roads,  he  must  in  his  answer  show  a  strict  com- 
pliance with  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute.* 

§  3697.  Trespass  on  Chattels— Denial  of  Right  of  Pos- 
session. 

JFbrro  No,  889, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint. 
§  3698.    The  Same— Denial  of  Breaking. 

Form  No.  890. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  defendant  did  not  break  nor  enter  the  premises  of 

the  plaintiff  as  alleged,  or  in  any  other  manner. 

'  Babcock  v.   Lamb,   1   Cow.  238;  *  Chandler    v.    Edson,    9    Johns. 

Saunders  v.  Wilson,  15  Wend.  338.  362. 

»  Pico  V.  Colimas,  32  Gal.  678.  »  Lentz  n.  Victor,  17  Cal.  271. 

»  Haight  V.  Badgeley,  15  Barb.  499;  •Sherman  v.  Buick,  32  Cal.  241. 
Beaiy  t.  Swarthout,  32  Id.  203. 
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§  3699.    The  Ssune— Denial  of  Taking. 

Form  ^0.  S91, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  did  not  take  nor  carry  away  said  goods^  as  allege! 
or  at  all. 

§  3700.  Essential  Averments. — ^An  answer  justifyiog  % 
trespass  on  the  ground  of  official  duty  should  aver  that  defend- 
ant is  an  officer,  and  what  his  official  duty  is,  and  if  there  art 
many  defendants,  it  should  state  they  entered  in  aid  of  the  o& 
cer.^  An  answer  justifying  a  seizure  under  a  writ  of  attachmest 
does  not  state  facts  constituting  a  defense,  if  it  fails  to  alltg? 
that  defendant  in  the  attachment  suit  was  the  owner  of  the 
property.'  In  an  answer  justifying  seizure  under  cxecadon, 
defendant  should  not  only  set  out  the  execution,  but  the  judg- 
ment on  which  it  is  founded,  and  that  he  is  an  officer,  properlj 
acting  under  such  execution.'  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  geL- 
eral  rule  that  the  facts  constituting  the  justification  must  le 
fully  set  up.^  Nor  can  this  justification  be  made  by  a  general 
denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint.'  A  plea  alleging  a 
seizure  for  a  forfeiture  as  a  justification  to  an  action  of  trespass 
should  not  only  state  the  facts  which  are  relied  on  to  establisii 
a  forfeiture,  but  should  also  aver  directly  that  by  reason  thereof 
the  property  became  and  actually  was  forfeited,  and  was  seized 
as  forfeited.*  In  an  action  for  damages  for  trespass,  under  a 
mere  denial,  defendant  m^y  show  that  the  article  destroyed  or 
injured  was  worthless.^ 

§  3701.  Justifying  Trespass,  by  Virtue  of  Requlsitko 
of  Claim  and  Delivery. 

Ibrm  No,  892, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  at  the  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint  the  defend- 
ant was  sheriff  of  the  county  of  . . . : ,  in  this  state,  duly 

elected  and  qualified  as  such. 

n.  That  in  an  action  brought  by  one  M.  N.  against  one 

O.  P. ,  in  the  court  of  ,  to  recover  the  possession 

[among  other  things]  of  the  property  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint in  this  action,  said  M.  N.  delivered  to  this  defendant  an 

»  Pico  V.  Colimas.  32  Cal.  678.  Marshall,  19  Id.  617;  Killey  v.  Scan- 

«  Richardson  v.  Smith,  20  Cal.  529;  nell,  12  Id,  73. 
Richardson  v.  Hull.  21  Md.  399.  *Gkzier  v.  Clift,  10  Cal.  303. 

sjklcDonald  v.  Prescott,  2  Nev.  109.        •Gclston  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat  246. 
.     *  McComb   V.  Reed,  28   Cal.  281;        '  Dnnlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Earh.  501. 
Towdy  V.  EUis,  22  Id.  6o9;  Knox  v. 
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affi^vit  made  by  him  [or  made  in  his  behalf],  and  a  notice  in- 
dorsed thereon,  describing  the  property  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  requiring  this  defendant  to  take  the  same  from  said 
O.  P. ,  and  deliver  it  to  said  M.  N. ;'  and  at  the  same  time  de- 
livered to  this  defendant,  as  such  sheriff,  a  written  undertaking 
as  required  by  law  in  such  case,  of  which  affidavit,  notice,  atid 
undertaking  copies  are  hereto  annexed  as  a  part  of  this  answer. 

III.  That  by  virtue  of  said  proceedings  the  defendant  took 
and  detained  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  which  are 
the  acts  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains.' 

§  3702.  What  must  be  ShoTvn. — A  plea  justifying  the 
taking  upon  a  writ  of  replevin  must  show  the  execution  and 
delivery  to  him  of  the  replevin  bond  and  affidavit  with  the  writ.' 

§  3703.    Justification  under  Execution. 

Form  No.  893. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint  the  defendant 

was  sheriff  of  the  county  of ,  in  this  state,  duly  elected 

and  qualified  as  such. 

II.  That  heretofore,  in  an  action  in  [state  the  court],  wherein 
A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.,  the  plaintiff  herein,  was  defend- 
aut,  judgment  was,  on  the day  of t  18 . . ,  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  said  A.  B. ,  plaintiff  in  said  action,  against 

the  said  C.  D. ,  defendant  therein,  for  the  sum  of dollars, 

as  by  the  judgment-roll  in  said  action,  on  file  in  the  office  of 
the  county  clerk  of  said  county,  more  fully  appears. 

III.  That '  afterwards,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . , 

execution  against  the  property  of  C.  D. ,  based  upon  such  judg- 
ment, was  issued,  and  directed  to  and  delivered  to  this  defend- 
ant, as  sheriff  of  the  said  city  and  county  of ,  for  service, 

whereby,  after  containing  the  statement  and  recital  of  the  mat- 
ters by  law  required  to  be  stated  and  set  forth  in  such  case,  and 

after  setting  forth  that  the  sum  of dollars  was  then 

actually  due  on  the  said  judgment,  this  defendant  was  in  sub- 
stance commanded  to  satisfy  the  said  judgment  out  of  the 
personal  property  of  the  said  judgment  debtor  within  this  de- 
fendant's county;  or  if  sufficient  personal  property  could  not 
be  found,  then  out  of  the  real  property  in  his  county  belonging 

*  lliis  form  is  from  Abbotts'  Forms,  tinction  betwdfen  such  a  writ  and  an 

Ko.  9G3.  execution  defined,  in  Foster  v.  Pctti- 

"  Morris  v.  Van  Voast,  19  Wend,  bone,    20    Barb.    350;    disapproving 

283.     That  a  writ  of  replevin  may  be  Stimpson  v.  Ileynolds,  14  Id.  506. 
pleaded  in  jastilication,  and  the  dis- 
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to  such  judgment  debtor,  and  to  return  the  said  execution 
within  sixty  days  after  its  receipt  by  him,  as  required  by  law. 

IV.  That  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  execution  this  de- 
fendant, as  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  ....  ^  ... ,  and  not 
otherwise,  levied  upon  certain  goods  and  chattels,  of  the  char- 
acter and  description  of  those  mentioned  and  described  in  the 
complaint,  and  took  the  same  into  his  custody,  which  defend- 
ant believes  to  be  the  goods  and  chattels  referred  to  in  the 
complaint,  and  that  the  said  levy  and  taking  and  detention  as 
aforesaid  constitute  the  supposed  wrongful  taking  in  the  com- 
plaint alleged. 

V.  And  this  defendant,  upon  his  information  and  belief, 
avers  that  the  goods  levied  on  as  aforesaid  were  at  the  time  of 
said  levy  the  property  of  the  said  C.  D.^ 

§  3704.  Justification  of  Breaking  Plaintiff's  House  by 
Virtue  of  Searoh-iTtrarrant. 

Form  No.  894, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  one  A.  B. 

was  a  justice  of   the  peace  of  the  town   of •....,  in    the 

county  of ,  and  was  authorized  to  issue  and  did  issue 

a  warrant  in  vmting,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  directed  to  any 
constable  of  the  said  town,  reciting  that  whereas  information 
on  oath  had  been  given  to  him,  the  said  A.  B.,  a  justice  of  the 

peace  as  aforesaid,  by  one  C.  D. ,  of ,  that  [specify  the 

goods]  had  lately  been  feloniously  taken  and  carried  away  by  £. 
F.,  from,  etc.,  and  that  the  said  [goods],  or  a  part  thereof,  were 

then  concealed  in  a  cellar  of  L.  M. ,  at ;  and  the  said 

justice  did,  in  and  by  the  said  warrant,  in  the  name  of  the 
people  of  this  state,  command  and  authorize  them,  the  said 
constables,  or  any  of  them,  with  proper  assistance,  in  the  day- 
time, to  enter  into  the  cellar  of  the  said  L.  M.,  at ,  and 

there  diligently  search  for  the  said  [goods],  and  if  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  should  be  found,  then  the  said  constables 
were,  in  and  by  the  said  warrant,  likewise  commanded  to  brin<? 
the  same  so  found,  together  with  the  said  L.  M.,  or  the  person 
in  whose  custody  the  same  should  be  found,  before  him,  the 
said  justice,  or  some  other  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  town,  etc., 
to  be  dealt  with  as  the  law  directs. 

II.  That  said  warrant  was  delivered  to  G.  H. ,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants,  who  then  was  one  of  the  constables  of  the  said  town, 

^  In  tho  case  of  an  executioD,  the    of  the  defendant:  Foeter  v.  Pettibone, 
sheriff  must  take  only  the  property    20  Barb.  361. 
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to  be  executed  according  to  law,  by  virtue  of  which  he  went  to 
the  cellar  of  the  said  L.  M.  mentioned  in  the  wan^ant,  and  which 
was  part  and  parcel  of  and  belonged  to  the  dwelling-house 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  there  finding  the  door  thereof 
shut  and  fastened,  did,  in  a  friendly  and  peaceable  manner,  de- 
mand and  require  that  the  said  door  should  be  opened,  which 
was  then  and  there  refused;  and  that  thereupon  the  said  G.  H., 
one  of  the  defendants,  in  order  to  execute  the  said  warrant,  did 
break  open  the  said  door,  doing  as  little  damage  as  possible, 
and  did  search  there  for  said  [goods],  and  took  and  carried  away 
therefrom .  [specify  the  goods],  being  part  of  the  said  [goods] 
mentioned  in  the  said  warrant,  and  brought  the  same  before 
the  said  justice,  as  he  might  lawfully  do,  which  are  the  acts  of 
which  the  plaintiff  complains.^ 

* 

^  This  form  is  in  substance  from  Abbotts'  Forms,  No.  999,  and  is  sustained 
by  Bell  t.  Clapp,  10  Johns.  263. 

JChief  11        usticeMarshasays,  '*  the  power  to  tax  involves 
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§  3705.    Conversloii—Dexiial  of  Plaintiff's  Ownership. 

Form  No.  895. 
[TnxE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies  that  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner, 
or  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dise mentioned  in  the  complaint,  or  any  of  them. 

§  3706.  Property  of  Decedent. — In  an  action  by  an  ad- 
ministrator against  a  person  claiming  to  hold  the  decedent's 
property  by  virtue  of  a  gift  or  transfer  from  the  decedent,  if 
the  defendant  in  his  answer  denies  that  the  plaintiff's  intestate, 
lit  the  time  of  his  death  owned  or  was  in  possession  of  the 
property,  he  may  on  the  trial  claim  or  establish  a  title  to  the 
property  by  gift  from  the  intestate;  especially  after  the  plaintiff 
has  himself  proved  that  the  defendant  had  claimed  the  property 
as  such.^ 

§  3707.    The  Same— Denial  of  Bailment. 

Form  No.  896. 
[Tttlk] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  that  the  defendant 
never  received  the  plaintiff's  goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint, 
as  bailee,  as  alleged,  or  at  all.' 

§  3708.    The  Same— Lien  upon  Goods  Detained. 

Form  No.  897. 

[TiTLR.] 

I.  That  on  the  ....  day  of >  18 . . ,  the  plaintiff  de- 
posited the  goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint  with  the  defend- 

*  Woodruff  V.  Cook,  25  Barb.  505.      ceivcd  possession  is  issuable:  Elton  ▼• 

*  Whatever  is  the  allegation  of  a    Markham,  20  Barb.  943. 
complaint  showing  that  defendant  re- 
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ant  for  storage/'agreeing  to  pay  for  the  same  [one  dollar]  per 
I  ton]  per  [month], 

II.  That  the  defendant  has  always  been,  and  still  is,  ready 
and  willing  to  deliver  the  said  goods  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
payment  of  the  storage  money  due. 

m.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not  paid  or  tendered  to  the  de- 
fendant the  storage  money  due. 

§  3709.  Waxehouseman. — A  person  who  is  not  engaged  in 
warehousing  as  a  business  has  no  lien  for  his  compensation  for 
the  chattels  kept  by  him  on  storage.' 

§  3710.    The  Same— Ijien  for  Services. 

Form  Np.  898, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 

I.  That  said  goods  were  manufactured  by  the  defendant,  as 
tailor,  and  that  he  detained  them  by  virtue  of  his  lien  as  a  me- 
chanic, and  the  manufacturer  thereof,  as  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of .  dollars,  which  is  the  amount  due  him  from 

the  plaintiff  for  work  and  labor  in  manufacturing  them. 

II.  That  defendant  has  always  been  and  still  is  ready  and 
willing  to  deliver  the  said  goods  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  receiving 
the  said  amount. 

III.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not  paid  or  tendered  to  the  de- 
fondant  the  said  amount  of dollars  due  thereon.' 

§  3711.  Former  Recovery. — A  plea  of  former  recovery,  in 
an  action  based  on  a  wrongful  sale  of  property,  must  show  that 
the  cause  of  action  in '  the  former  suit  was  identical  with  the 
sale.'  An  action  brought  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name,  for  a 
trespass  in  converting  coin,  in  which  the  jury  found  that  the 
coin  belonged  to  the  principal;  such  action  is  no  bar  to  an  ac- 
tion by  the  principal  for  the  coin.*  Plaintiff  brought  an  action 
of  replevin  to  recover  certain  property,  and  obtained  a  judgment 
for  its  restitution,  and  damages  for  its  illegal  detention.  De- 
fendants paid  the  damages,  but  the  property  was  not  restored. 
Plaintiff  then  brought  an  action  in  trover  to  recover  the  value. 
Defendants  pleaded  the  former  recovery  as  a  bar  to  the  action  of 
trover,  the  judgment  in  replevin  not  being  satisfied.  It  was  held 
that  the  judgment  in  replevin  did  not  constitute  a  bar  to  the 
action  in  trover.* 

§  3712.    General  Denial. — Under  the  New  York  code  it  has 

*  Rivard  v.  Ohio,  3  E,  D.  Smith,        *  Pico  v.  Webster,  12  Cal.  140. 
2C7;  Alt  V.  Wcidenberg,  G  Bosw.  17G,        *Nickerson  v.  Cal.  Stage  Co.,  10 

2  Sec  Cal.  Civil  Code,  sec.  :i051.  Cal.  o20. 

*  Ilopkiusou  V.  Sbolton,  37  Ala.  306. 
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been  held,  in  a  Buit  for  conversion  of  property,  a  denial  of  each 
and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint  puts  in  issue  the  conver- 
sion and  plaintiff's  title.* 

§  3713.  Justification  by  Officer.— When  an  officer  justifies 
under  an  execution  issued  by  a  justice,  his  pleading  must  show 
that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.'  An  officer  having 
made  a  proper  levy  can  not  be  sued  in  trover  by  the  debtor,  for 
a  part  of  the  goods  which  was  not  sold,  without  proving  a  de- 
mand that  he  redeliver  them,  and  a  refusal.' 

§  3714.  PlaintlflT  Regaining  Possession.— The  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  has  regained  possession  before  suit  brought  is  no  de- 
fense to  an  action  for  the  conversion.*  It  only  goes  to  the 
mitigation  of  damages.^ 

§  3715.  Title  in  Another. — Where,  in  an  action  for  con- 
version, the  issue  under  the  pleadings  is  whether  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  the  conversion  owned  the  property,  and  as  owner 
was  entitled  to  immediate  possession,  according  to  the  allega- 
tion of  his  complaint,  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  prove  that 
the  legal  title  was  at  the  time  vested  in  a  third  person,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession,  the  above  allegation  not  being 
a  mere  conclusion  of  law  from  facts  previously  stated,  but  the 
affirmation  of  a  fact.'  A  sheriff  may  justify  in  this  form  of 
action  by  showing  want  of  title  in  the  plaintiff.^  In  an  action 
for  wrongfully  taking  personal  property,  the  answer  alleged  that 
the  defendant  took  the  property  as  constable,  under  an  execution 
against  a  third  party,  in  whose  possession  it  was,  but  did  not 
rebut  the  allegation  that  it  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  answer  was  properly  stricken  out." 

§  3716.  Value. — In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  trover,  the 
usual  averment  in  the  complaint  of  the  value  of  the  property 
converted  is  not  traversable  matter.  The  defendant  can  not 
take  issue  upon  it;  and  his  omission  to  answer  it  does  not  admit 
its  truth.  Hence,  where  the  answer  does  not  deny  the  averment 
of  value,  the  plaintiff  must,  notwithstanding,  prove  the  aoiount 
of  his  damages.*  In  trover,  trespass,  or  replevin,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  deny  the  value  or  the  damages  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

'  Robinson  v.  Frost,  14  Barb.  536;        *  Murray  v.  Barling,  10  Johns.  17^; 

but  see   Ely  v.   Ehle,  3  Coma.  610;  Kerr  v.  Mount,  28  N.  Y.  659. 
Jacobs  V.  Remson,  12  Abb.  Pr.  390;        '  Reynolds  v,  Shnler,  5  Cow.  323; 

Beaty   v.   Swarthout,  32  Barb.  293;  Connah  v.  Hale,  23  Wend.  462. 
Davis  V.  Hoppock,  6  Duer,  256;  Heine        'Davis  v.  Hoppock,  6  Duer,  254. 
V.  Anderson,  2  Id.  318;  Gorham  v.         '  Rinchey  v.  Stryker,  28  N.  Y.  45; 

Car\ %  1  Abb.  Pr.  285.  S.  C. ,  26  How.  Pr.  75;  Hall  v.  Stryker, 

a  Cleveland   v.    Rogers,    6   Wend.  27  N.  Y.  596. 
438.  >  Barley  ▼.  Cannon,  17  Mo.  596. 

'  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.  240.  *  Connossy.  Meir,  2£.  D.  Smith,  3H. 
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So  held  in  Wisconsin.*  In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  chat- 
tels alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  of  a  certain  value,  defendant 
denied  that  they  were  of  such  value,  or  of  any  greater  value 
than  a  certain  less  sum  named:  it  was  held  an  admission  that 
they  were  worth  the  less  sum  named.' 
§  3717.    Claim  and  Delivery. 

Form  No.  899. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies : 

I.  That  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  stated  in  the  complaint,  or 
ever,  or  at  all,  was  in  possession,  or  entitled  to  the  possession, 
of  the  goods  described  in  the  complaint,  or  any  of  them. 

II.  Denies  that  said  gopds,  or  any  of  them,  are  or  ever  were 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  Denies  that  said  goods  are  or  were,  at  the  time  alleged, 

or  at  any  time  since,  of  the  value  of dollars,  or  any 

amount  greater  than dollars. 

§  3718.  Another  Action  Pending. — In  an  action  against  a 
constable  to  recover  possession  of  personal  property  taken 
under  attachment,  the  pendency  of  another  suit  for  the  same 
goods  by  the  plaintiff's  vendor  is  no  defense.'  A  pleading  by  a 
defendant,  in  an  action  of  replevin,  which  admits  the  taking 
complained  of,  but  justifies  under  legal  process,  and  prays  judg- 
ment, restitution  of  the  property  replevied,  or  for  its  value, 
contains  only  matter  of  confession  and  avoidance,  and  is  deemed 
controverted  by  plaintiff.* 

§  3719.  Delivery  to  Third  Person.— If ,  during  the  pen- 
dency of  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  prop- 
erty, and  before  the  trial  thereof,  the  defendant  has  been 
required  to  deliver  and  has  delivered  the  property  to  another 
person  entitled  to  its  possession,  as  against  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  that  fact  may  be  set  up  in  the  answer,  or  in  a  sup- 
plemental answer,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  a  recovery  of 
the  possession  or  of  the  value  of  the  property.* 

§  3720.  Demand. — If  the  defendant  does  not  object  to  the 
sufficiency  of  a  demand,  and  refuses  to  deliver  up  the  property 
for  improper  reasons,  a  further  demand  will  be  unnecessary.* 
If  the  complaint  shows  that  the  property  came  rightfully  to  the 

^  Jeokins  V.  Steanka,   10  Wis.   126.  judgments    for,    see    Cummings    v. 

'Carlyon  v.  Lannan,  4  Nev.    106.  Stewart,  42  Id.  230. 

For  the  measure  of  damages  in  Cali-  •  O'Connor  v.  Blake,  29  Cal.  .312. 

fornia,  sec  Civil  Co<.le,  sec.  3336;  alao  *  Stringer  v.  Davis,  35  Cal.  25. 

TuUy  V.  Harloe,  35  Cal.  302;  Hisler  »  Bolander  v.  Gentry,  36  Cal.  105. 

V.  Carr.  34  Id.  641;  Atherton  v.  Fow-  •  King  v.  Fitch,  1  Keyes,  432. 
ler,  46  Id.  323.    Instance  of  erroneous 
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possession  of  the  defendant,  and  does  not  aver  a  demand  aod 
failure  to  deliver,  it  is  fatally  defective.* 

§  3721.  Fraudulent  Transfer.  —  In  an  action  ag^ainst  a 
sberiflF,  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  it  is  a 
good  defense  for  the  sheriff  to  show  that  the  defendant  in  thf- 
attachment,  when  insolvent,  sold  the  property  to  the  plaintifl*, 
to  defraud  his  creditors,  with  the  kuo\vledge  of  plaintiff,  and 
that  said  defendant  has  since  been  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  the 
sheriff  has,  on  demand  of  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  delivered 
him  the  goods.' 

§  3722.  General  Denial — Insufficient  Denials. — ^In  an 
action  for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  personal  property,  the  de- 
nial by  the  defendant  of  the  averment  in  the  complaint  of  the 
plaintiff's  title  and  right  of  possession,  and  of  the  wrongful 
detention,  is  sufficient,  without  a  denial  of  an  averment  of  the 
particular  facts  upon  which  his  title  and  right  of  2>ossession  are 
claimed.'  Evidence  of  a  levy  under  an  execution  prior  to  that 
stated  in  the  answer  was  not  admissible  iinder  the  general 
denial.  If  defendant  had  made  a  prior  levy,  and  was  thereby 
entitled  to  possession  of  the  goods,  it  was  matter  to  be  specially 
pleaded.^  In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal 
property,  the  defendant  may  set  up  a  general  denial,  and  also  a 
justification.*  "Where  the  complaint  in  replevin  averred  that  on 
a  certain  day  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  the 
property,  and  that  its  value  was  one  thousand  dollars;  and  the 
answer  denied  that  on  the  day  specified  **  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  and  lawfully  in  possession,"  and,  as  to  its  value,  averred 
that  the  defendant  has  no  knowledge,  etc.,  and  therefore  denies 
that  it  is  worth  one  thousand  dollars:  it  was  held  that  the  an- 
swer is  insufficient,  becituse  it  raises  an  immaterial  issue  as  to 
time;  and  as  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  that  it  amounts 
merely  to  a  conclusion  of  law.* 

§  3723.  Justification. — ^An  officer,  to  justify  the  seizure  of 
property  in  possession  of  a  stranger  to  the  writ  which  be  h^ 
executed,  must  plead  specially  such  justification.  He  can  not 
justify  under  a  general  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint.^ He  may  plead  the  property  to  have  been  in  possession 
of  the  defendant  in  the  suit.  In  such  a  case  it  is  not  neccssaiy 
that  the  defendant  should  specially  plead  want  of  notice  and 

*  Campbell  v.  Jones,  38  Cal.  507.  *  Hackley  ▼.  Ogman,  10  How.  P^. 

»  Bolander  v.  Gentry,  36  Cal.  105.  44. 

>Nuddv.  Thompson,  34  Cal.  39.  «  Kuhland   v.    Sedgwick,    17   GiL 

*(«raham  y.   Harrower,    18  How.  123. 

^Fr.  144.  '  Glazer  v.  CUft,  10  OO.  303. 
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demand  in  order  to  make  Buch  a  defense.^  In  an  action  of 
replevin  against  a  sheriff,  he  must  justify  not  only  with  the  exe- 
cution, but  with  the  judgment  itself,  whenever  ho  takes  property 
which  is  in  the  possession  of  a  stranger  to  the  writ.*  It  does 
not  state  facts  constituting  a  defense,  if  it  fails  to  allege  that 
the  defendant  in  the  attachment  suit  was  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty.' It  is  not  necessary  that  his  answer  should  set  forth 
minutely  every  fact  relating  to  the  attachment  suit.  An  answer 
which  stated  the  time. of  commencement  of  the  action,  the 
names  of  parties,  the  court,  and  that  the  goods  were  taken  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment  issued  therein,  held  to  be  suf- 
ficient.*    , 

§  3724.  Non  Cepit. — A  plea  of  non  cepit  in  replevin  put  in 
issue  the  question  of  general  property  only,  and  not  of  special 
property;  at  least,  in  a  suit  between  a  principal  and  his  agent. 
On  such  a  plea  the  issue  must  be  for  the  defendant,  if  there 
was  not  a  wrongful  taking  of  the  goods  from  the  possession  of 
another;  for  a  wrongful  detainer  after  a  lawful  taking  is  not 
equivalent  to  a  wrongful  original  taking.* 

§  3725.  Subsequent  Proceedings.— If  it  be  necessary  to 
aver  in  tlie  answer  that  the  writs  of  attachment  and  execution 
were  returned  executed  by  the  sheriff,  still  the  omission  of  this 
averment,  though  it  might  have  been  ground  of  demurrer,  was 
no  ground  for  rejecting  all  evidence  under  such  justification.* 

§  3726.    The  Same— Title  in  Another  than  Plaintiff. 

Form  No.  900. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 

That  the  property  described  in  the  complaint  was,  at  the  time 

stated  therein,  and  still  is,  the  property  of ,  and  not 

the  jDroperty  of  the  plaintiff.^ 

§  3727.  Denial  of  PlaintiiPs  Title.— The  defendant, 
whether  he  laid  property  in  himself  or  in  a  stranger,  is  re- 
quired to  traverse  property  in  the  plaintiff.'  In  claim  and  de- 
liver}', the  denial  of  the  particular  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
claims  title  and  right  of  possession  is  sufficient.*  If  the  com- 
plaint, in  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  prop- 

*  Killcy  V.  Scannell,  12  Cal.  73.  to  property  is  set  up  in  a  stranger,  he 

'  Knox  V.  Marshall,  19  Ual.  617.  must  be  named:  Anstice  v.  Holmes, 

» Ilicl.uR^on  V.  Smith,  29  Cal.  529.  3  Denio,  244. 

♦Tow ay  V.  Ellis,  22  Cal.  650.  ^jj^gepg  y.  Arnold,   12  Wend.  30; 

*Mcaiiy  V.  Head,  1  Mason,  319.  Prosser  v.   Woodward,   21   LI.   205; 

•\\  aik^r  V.  Woods,  15  Cal.  66.  Curtis  v.  Jones,  1  How.  App.  Cas.  lo7; 

'  St  0,  IV?  to  form,  Harrison  v.  Mc-  Curtis  v.  Jones,  3  Denio,  590;  Pnngle 

Into^Ii,   1    Johns.  380;  Ingraham   v.  v.  Phillips,  1  Sandf.  292. 

Hammoml,  1  Hill,  353.     When  title  »Nudd  v.  Thompson,  34  Cal.  39. 
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erty,  avers  "  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  in  possession 
of  the  property,"  this  averment  is  not  traversed  by  an  answer 
which  denies  that  the  **  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property."  ^  A  complaint,  in  an  action  to 
recover  personal  property,  averred  that  the  plaintiff  wbs  the 
owner  and  possessor  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  taking 
by  defendant.  The  answer  denied  this  allegation,  and,  in  addi- 
tion, averred  af&rmatively  that  the  property  was,  at  that  time, 
owned  and  possessed  by  a  third  person :  it  was  held  that  Uns 
averment  was  but  another  form  of  denial,  and  not  new  matter, 
which  under  the  system  of  replication  formerly  in  force  was 
admitted  by  a  failure  to  reply.* 

§  3728.  Prayer. — In  an  action  to  recover  personal  property, 
to  enable  the  defendant  to  obtain  the  value  of  the  property  on 
judgment  of  dismissal  against  the  plaintiff  for  failure  to  appear, 
the  answer  must  contain  some  allegation  or  prayer  relative  to 
the  change  of  possession  from  defendant  to  plaintiff.  The  judg- 
ment of  return  or  value  is  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-judgment, 
and  must  be  based  upon  proper  averments.'  If  the  plaintiff 
takes  the  property,  the  defendant  must  claim  its  return  in  his 
answer,  to  enable  the  court  to  give  the  judgment  in  the  alterna- 
tive form.* 

§  3729.    The  Same  -Defendant  Part  Owner. 

Form  Ko.  901, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That,  at  the  several  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  the 
defendant  was  and  still  is  the  owner  of  an  undivided    half 
of  said  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise;  and  defendant  was  then 
and  still  is  in  the  possession  of  the  whole  of  said  goods. 

§  3730.  Property  in  Defendant. — Property  is  a  good  plea 
in  replevin,*  but  must  be  specially  pleaded.*  A  plea  in  replevin 
that  the  property  was  not  in  the  plaintiff  is  informal,  but  suffi- 
cient, and  admits  proof  of  property  in  the  defendant  or  a 
stranger.^  The  omission  of  a  similiter  is  immaterial;"  but  the 
defendant  can  not  allege  that  the  plaintiff  has  taken  from  him 
other  property  than  that  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  ask 
or  obtain  judgment  for  its  return.* 

^  Richardson  v.  Smith,  29  Cal.  529.  •  Dickson  y.  Mathers,  Hemp^t.  63^ 

»  Woodworth  v.  Knowlton,  22  Cal.  »  Dennott  v.  Wallach,  1  Black,  96; 

164.  see  also  Kogers  v.  Arnold,  12  Wend. 

8  Gould  V.  Scannell,  13  Cal.  430.  30,  34,  35. 

*  Id.  « Id. 

*  Dermott  v.  Wallach,  I  Black,  93.  •  Lovenaohn  v.  Ward,  45  CaL  8L 
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§  3731 .    Justification  of  Taking  by  Defendant  as  Sheriff. 

Form  No.  902, 

[  TlTLH<] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

r.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  one  John  Doe  was, 

and  from  thence  until  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  remained, 

the  sole  owner  of  all  the  property  described  in  said  complaint. 

II.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  an  action  was 

duly  commenced  by  one against  the  said  John  Doe,  in 

the  superior  court  of  the  county  of ,  state  of  California, 

to  recover  the  sum  of dollars,  alleged  to  be  due  for 

[state  object  of  action]. 

III.  That  on  the  said  date  a  summons  in  due  form  was  issued 
in  said  last-named  action,  and  on  said  date  was  duly  served 
upon  said  John  Doe  by  the  defendant,  as  the  sheriff  of  the 

county  of ,  by  delivering  to  him  personally  a  true  copy 

thereof,  attached  to  a  copy  of  the  complaint  therein,  at  the 
[state  place]. 

IV.  That  on  said  date  a  writ  of  attachment  was  duly  issued 
in  due  form  in  said  last-named  action,  after  the  issuance  of  the 
summons  therein,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  as 
sheriff  as  aforesaid.  That  on  said  date  said  sheriff  delivered  a 
true  copy  of  said  writ  of  attachment  to ,  in  whose  pos- 
session the  property  described  in  said  complaint  then  was,  to- 
gether with  a  written  notice  signed  by  said  sheriff,  indorsed  on 
said  copy  of  said  writ  of  attachment,  and  directed  to  said 

,  notifying  him  that  all  moneys,  goods,  credits,  effects, 

debts  due  or  owing,  or  any  other  personal  property  in  his  pos- 
session or  under  his  control,  belonging  to  said  John  Doe,  were 
attached  by  virtue  of  said  writ  of  attachment,  and  not  to  pay 
over  or  transfer  the  same  to  any  one  but  him,  the  said  sheriff. 

V.  That  thereafter,  and  on  the  ....  day  of ,  18 . . , 

judgment  was  duly  made,  rendered,  and  entered  in  said  last- 
named  action,  in  said  superior  court,  against  said  John  Doe  and 
in  favor  of  said ,  for  the  sum  of dollars. 

VI.  That  on  the day  of   ,  18. . ,  an  execution 

was  duly  issued  in  due  form  in  said  superior  court,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  said  Judgment,  which  execution  was  on  said  last- 
mentioned  date  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  as  sheriff, 
for  service. 

VII.  That  said  sheriff  executed  the  same  by  delivering  to  said 

personally,  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  at 

,  a  true  copy  of  said  execution,  and  a  notice  in  writ- 
ing, notifying  said   that  all  moneys,  goods,  credits. 
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effects,  debts  due  or  owing,  on  any  property  in  his  possessioD 
or  under  his  control,  belonging  to  the  said  John  Doe,  ^weit 
levied  upon  by  virtue  of  said  writ  of  execution,  and  not  to  par 
over  or  transfer  the  same  to  any  one  but  him,  the  said  sheri^, 
and  by  delivering  to  the  said  John  Doe  personally,  on  the  .... 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  at  ,  a  true  copy  of  said  wri: 

of  execution  and  notice,  together  with  a  description  of  the  prop- 
erty levied  upon. 

VIII.  That  said  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  said  writ  of  execution, 

duly  levied  upon,  on  the day  of    ,    18 . . ,  all 

the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  said  John  Doe  in  and  to  the 
property  described  in  the  complaint,  the  same  then  being  in  the 

possession  of  said ,  and  being  the  sole  property  of 

said  John  Doe,  by  taking  all  of  said  property  into  his  posses- 
sion, and  by  delivering  to  said on  the day  of 

,  18 . . ,  a  true  copy  of  said  writ  of  execution,  together 

with  a  description  of  all  of  said  property,  and  a  written  notice 
that  said  property,  and  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  said 
John  Doe  therein,  was  levied  upon,  and  by  delivering  to  said 

John  Doe  personally  on  the day  of ,  at , 

a  true  copy  of  said  writ  of  execution,  description,  and  notice. 

IX.  That  said  sheriff,  on  the day  of ,  IS. . , 

duly  advertised  all  of  said  property  in  accordance  with  law  by 
posting  three  notices  of  sale,  particularly  describing  said  prop- 

ertj',  in  three  public  places  in ,  advertising  said  property 

to  be  sold  at  public  auction  in  view  thereof,  at  [state  place  of 

sale],  on ,  between  the  hours  of ,  and  that 

on  said  day  all  of  said  described  property  was  by  said 
sheriff,  all  the  hour  of  ,  and  at  the  place  aforesaid,  ex- 
posed for  sale  at  public  auction,  and  was  sold  in  separate  lots 
or  parcels  to  the  highest  and  best  bidders  for  cash,  the  whole 

thereof  being  sold  for  the  sum  of ,  which  said  sum, 

less  the  sum  of ,  sheriff's  costs,  was  on  the 

day  of >  18 . . ,  credited  on  said  execution  and  judg- 
ment. 

X.  [Denies  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  or  in  possession  of 
said  property.] 
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EJECTMENT. 

§  3732.    Answer  Ck>ntainixig  Special  Denials. 

F(yrm  No,  903, 

[TiTLK.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  [lots  of  land]  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  was  ever 
seised  or  possessed  of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  entitled 
to  the  possession  thereof  at  any  time  or  at  all. 

II.  Denies  that  the  said  plaintiff  has  any  estate  therein,  or 
ever  had. 

III.  Denies  that  the  said  plaintiff  has  been  damaged  by  said 
defendant's  withholding  the  said  premises,  or  the  possession 

thereof,  in  the  sum  of dollars,  or  in  any  other  sum,  or 

at  all. 

lY.  He  denies  that  the  annual  value  of  the  rents  and  profits 

of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint  is  the  sum  of 

dollars,  or  any  other  or  greater  sum  than dollars. 

§  3733.  Essential  Denials. — Unless  the  answer  denies  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  they  are  admitted  without  further 
proof,  damages  included.*  Thus,  where  the  complaint  charged 
that  on  a  day  mentioned  the  plaintiffs  were  lawfully  seised  and 
possessed,  and  had  the  right  of  possession,  of  a  certain  tract  of 
land,  and  the  defendants  afterwards  entered  into  and  upon  the 
said  tract,  and  ousted  plaintiffs  therefrom,  the  answer,  in 
response  to  these  allegations,  averred  that  the  defendant  was 
not  guilty  of  the  supposed  trespasses  and  ejectment  in  the  com- 
plaint mentioned,  nor  of  any  part  thereof:  it  was  held  that  the 
answer  raised  no  issue;'  and  where  the  defendant  further 
alleged  that  he  was  not  in  possession  of  the  lands  and  tenements 
desciibed  in  the  complaint,  or  any  part  thereof,  it  was  held  that 
the  allegation  of  the  complaint  must  be  taken  as  confessed.' 
In  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  complaint  alleges  posses- 
sion in  the  defendant,  a  denial,  in  the  answer  in  the  following 
words  is  not  sufficient  to  put  in  issue  the  question  of  posses- 
sion :  *  *  Defendant  denies  that  he  has  unlawfully,  wrongfully, 
and  in  violation  of  plaintiff's  rights,  had  possession,"  etc.  This 
denial  might  be  true,  and  yet  the  defendant  be  in  possession. 

1  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28;  Mc-        «  Schenk  v.  Evoy,  24  Cal.  113. 
LaaghUn  v.  KeUy,  22  Id.  221.  » Id. 
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The  defendant  was  called  on  to  answer  not  only  the  character 
of  the  possession,  but  the  fact  of  possession.^     A.  denial  that 
the  plaintiff  has  suffered  damage  in  the  exact  sum  claimed   I>j 
him  is  insufficient.*    An  allegation  in  a  verified  complaint  that 
**  defendants  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  entered  upon  and  dis- 
possessed "  plaintiff  is  not  sufficiently  denied  by  a  denial  that 
defendants  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  entered  and  dispossessed 
plaintiff,  because  such  denial  adnoits  entry  and  ouster.*    "Where, 
in  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  complaint  did  not  directly  aver  a 
seisin  or  ownership  of  the  premises  by  plaintiff,  but  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  location,  survey,  and  certain  other  acts, 
acquired  possession;  and  the  answer  denied  these  acts,  except 
the  survey,  and  denied  that  plaintiff '  acquired  possession  by 
location,  **  or  in  any  other  manner: "  it  was  held  that  the  all^a- 
tion  of  prior  possession  was  sufficiently  denied  by  the  answer.* 
If  the  entry  and  ouster  are  denied  in  the  answer,  the  withhold- 
ing of  possession  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  is  not 
admitted  by  the  pleading,  although  it  is  not  specially  denied.* 

§  3734.  New  Matter. — When  a  complaint  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  was  in  the  quiet  and  peaceable  possession  of  premises, 
and  was  dispossessed  by  defendants  by  force,  or  under  an  ille- 
gal order  made  by  an  officer  having  no  jurisdiction,  the  answer 
should  take  issue  directly  upon  the  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
or,  confessing  them,  should  state  distinctly  and  positively  new 
matter  sufficient  to  avoid  them.'  The  defendant  is  bound  to 
bring  forward  all  matter  of  a  strictly  defensive  character,  or 
be  precluded  from  again  litigating  the  same;  but  he  is  not 
bound  to  set  up  or  litigate  new  matter  constituting  a  canse  of 
action  in  his  favor.  ^ 

§  3735.  Purchase  by  Defendant  in  I^eotment. — 11  a 
defendant  in  ejectment,  who  is  in  possession  without  claim  or 
color  of  title,  buys  a  fractional  interest  in  the  demanded  premises 
2)endenle  lite,  this  purchase  thenceforth  presumptively  divests 
his  possession  of  its  hostile  character.* 

§  3736.  Right  of  Possession. — The  defendant  can  not  prove 
on  the  trial  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  plaintiff's  right  of  possession  had  terjciinated,  that  since 

»  Burke  v.  Table  Mountain  Co.,  12  'Buseuius  v.  CoflFee,  14  Cal.  91. 

Cal.  403.     The  averments  of  posses-  *La  Rue  v.  Oppenheimer,  20  CaL 
sion.and  ouster,  in  this  case,   were    517. 

held  to  be  insufiiciently  denied.     See  ^  Hawkins  v.  Reichert,  2S  CaL  5SL 

statement  of  facts:  Smith  y.  Doe,  15  'Ladd  v.  Stevenson,  1  Cal.  IS. 

Cal.  100.  ^  Ayres  v.  Bensley,  32  Cal.  621). 

»  Huston  V.  T.  &  C  C.  T.  R.  Co.,  ^Cai-pentier  v.  Small,  3o  Cal.  34(x 
45  Col.  553. 
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the  action  was  commenced  plaintiff  has  conveyed  the  land  to 
another  person,  unless  the  fact  of  such  conveyance  has  been  set 
up  in  the  original  or  supplemental  answer.^  If  the  plaintiff  has 
conveyed  the  land  demanded,  pending  ejectment,  the  court,  by 
the  consent  of  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  vendee,  may,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  practice  act,  make  an  order  continuing  the  ac- 
tion in  the  name  of  the  original  plaintiff.'  If  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  transfers  the  demanded  premises  pending  the  action, 
and  the  court  orders  the  action  continued  in  the  name  of  the 
original  plaintiff,  he  may  recover  judgment  for  both  the  pos- 
session and  the  rents  and  profits.^  The  sale  and  transfer  by 
the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  of  the  demanded  premises  pending  the 
action  is  a  transfer  of  the  cause  of  action,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  sixteenth  section  of  the  practice  act,^  and  the  action 
may  be  continued  in  the  name  of  the  original  plaintiff.* 

§  3737.  Stare  Decisis. — Where  important  rights  of  property 
had  grown  up  under  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  and  many 
years  have  elapsed  since  the  same  was  rendered,  and  its  correct- 
ness has  been  tacitly  admitted  in  other  cases,  the  question  will 
not  be  reopened.* 

§  3738.  Tax  Title. — A  tax  title  must  be  specially  set  up.^ 
And  if  it  accrue  after  action  commenced,  it  must  be  pleaded  in 
a  supplemental  answer."  It  is  not  enough  to  allege  that  the 
property  was  duly  sold  for  the  non-payment  of  a  tax  duly  im- 
posed according  to  the  statute.  It  is  essential  to  state  facte 
showing  that  a  tax  was  duly  imposed,  for  the  non-payment  of 
which  the  authorities  might  lawfully  sell  it,  and  that  the  proof 
of  non-payment  required  by  the  statute  had  been  made.'  In  an 
action  to  bar  the* rights  of  a  former  owner  of  lands  sold  and 
deeded  for  non-payment  of  taxes,  an  answer  which  merely  de- 
nies the  validity  of  the  taxes,  or  that  anything  was  due  thereon 
for  taxes  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  denies  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  not  sufficient.  It  should  allege  facts  showing  specifi- 
cally the  grounds  relied  on  to  avoid  the  tax  deed."  Whenever 
a  tax  title  is  specially  set  forth  in  a  pleading,  it  is  necessary 
that  every  fact  should  be  averred  which  is  requisite  to  show 
that  each  of  the  statutory  provisions  has  been  complied  with. 
This  necessity  is  not  obviated  by  the  provision  making  the  tax 

» Moss  V.  Shear,  30  Cal.  467.  ^  Russell  v.  Mann.  22  Cal.  132. 

»ia.  «  McMinn  v.  O'Connor,  27  Cal.  246; 

*  Id.  Moss  V.  Shear,  30  Id.  468. 
*Cal.  Code  0.  P..  sec.  385.  •Carter  v.  Koezley,  9  Bosw.  583. 

*I(l.  inVakeley  v.   Kicholas,    16    Wis. 

«  Vassault  v.  Austin,  36  Cal.  691.  688. 
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deed  proof  of  certaiD  facts.'  In  pleading  a  tax  title,  it  is  nece»- 
sary  to  aver  those  facts  which  by  statute  are  required  to  be 
stated  in  the  tax  deed.*  A  pleading,  setting  up  a  tax  title,  mast 
aver  distinctly  for  what  year  the  tax  was  assessed,  and,  failing 
to  do  so,  is  demurrable.' 

§  3739.  Title  In  Defendant.— Title  in  the  defendant  need 
not  be  pleaded,  and  may  be  given  under  a  denial  of  plaintiff's 
title,  and  if  pleaded,*  such  an  allegation  does  not  constitute  new 
matter,  and  is  only  equivalent  to  a  general  denial  of  title  in  the 
plaintiff.*  The  defendant  need  not  show  that  he  has  any  title 
whatever,  but  may  confine  himself  simply  to  rebuttincr  the  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff.*  An  answer  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
where  both  parties  claim  under  a  common  grantr>r,  which  sets 
up  as  a  defense  a  legal  title  in  defendant,  and  also  a  verbal  con- 
tract made  by  plaintiff's  grantor  to  convey,  and  an  entrj-  under 
and  a  subsequent  purchase  by  plaintiff,  with  notice,  contains 
both  a  legal  and  equitable  defense.^  A  plea  which  sets  up  no 
title  in  the  defendant,  but  alleges  certain  evidence  or  sources  of 
title  which  it  avers  the  plaintiff  relies  on,  and  states  facts  to 
show  such  title  is  invalid,  is  bad.*  "Where  the  defendant  in 
ejectment  set  up  title  derived  under  a  written  instrument,  claim- 
ing to  be  a  conveyance,  but  lacking  all  the  requisites,  such  a 
defense  was  insufficient  against  a  party  holding  a  subsequent 
deed  from  the  same  grantor.* 

§  3740.  Title  in  Third  Person.— A  defendant  in  ejectment, 
entering  under  a  deed  executed  by  order  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  enters  under  color  of  title.  He  is  not  a  naked  tres- 
passer, and  may  set  up  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third  person," 
The  defendant  may  show  that  the  title  and  right  of  possession 
is  in  some  third  person,  except  in  the  case  of  public  lands,  in 
which  case  this  rule  is  qualified."  A  possession  taken  and  held 
by  the  defendant  for  the  requisite  period,  in  hostility  to  the  title 
or  claim  set  up  by  the  plaintiff,  amounts  to  an  adverse  posses- 
sion against  the  plaintiff  sufficient  to  bar  a  recovery,  even  though 
the  defendant,  while  so  in  possession,  admitted  the  validity  of  a 
title  outstanding  in  a  third  person." 

§  3741.     Title  to  Part. — An  answer  in  ejectment,  setting  up 

1  Russell  V.  Mann,  22  Cal.  131.  » Hayes  v.  Bona,  7  Cal.  ir>3. 

2 1(1.  '  Id.  "  Gregory  v.  Haynes,  13  Cal.  591. 

*  Marshall  v.  Shafter,  32  Cal.  176.  "  Moore  v,  Tice,  22  Cal.  616. 

*  Id.  "  Page  V.  Fowler,  28  Cal.  61 1 ;  Hayes 
®  Moore  v.  Tice,  22  Cal.  516.  v.  Martin,  45  Id.  559;  McManus  t. 
^  Bodley  V.  Ferguson,  30  Cal.  511.  0*Sullivau,  48  Id.  15, 
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title  to  only  a  portion  of  tbe  demanded  premises,  must  particu- 
larly describe  the  pai*t  to  which  title  is  claimed.*  An  answer  in 
ejectment,  setting  up  title  in  the  defendant  to  the  demanded 
premises,  and  possession  in  him,  should  aver  that  such  posses- 
sion and  title  were  adverse  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  of  title.'* 

§  3742.  Title  Terminated.— Under  the  California  practice 
act,*  if  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  had  a  right  to  re- 
cover at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  but  that  his  right  has 
terminated  during  its  pendency,  he  can  not  recover  the  posses- 
sion, but  only  his  damages.*  If  the  termination  of  plaintiff's 
title  pending  the  action  would  not  necessarily  appear  from 
plaintiff's  proofs  on  the  trial,  the  facts  showing  such  termi- 
nation should  be  set  up  by  a  supplemental  or  amended  an- 
swer.* 

§  3743.    Denial  of  Title. 

Form  No,  904, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff,  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  was 
not  the  owner  of  the  premises  alleged  [nor  entitled  to  possession 
thereof].* 

§  3744.    Answer  Containing  Several  Defenses. 

Form  No,  905, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

First.  For  a  first  defense: 

I.  That  the  grant  of  A.  B.  to  the  plaintiff,  referred  to  in  the 
complaint,  was  delivered  at  a  time  when  the  land  mentioned 
therein  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  defendant,  claiming 
under  a  title  adverse  to  that  of  said  A.  B. 

Second.  For  a  second  defense : 

I.  That  on  the day  of » 18 . . ,  the  said  A.  B. 

executed  to  the  defendant  a  deed,  whereby  he  granted  to  him  a 
piece  of  land  [describe  as  in  deed]. 

II.  That  by  a  mutual  mistake  of  the  parties  thereto,  the  said 
deed  did  not  include  the  land  mentioned  in  the  complaint;  but 
it  was  their  intention  that  it  should,  and  they  at  the  time  of  its 
execution  believed  that  it  did,  include  the  same,  and  the  defend- 
ant, in  such  belief,  paid  to  the  said  A.  B.  the  price  thereof. 

1  Anderson  v.  Fisk,  36  CaL  625.  Thompson  v.  McKay,  41  Id.  231;  Fos- 

'Id.  calina  v.  Doyle,  47  Id.  438. 

*  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  740.  ^This    form    is    only    appropriate 

*  Moore  v.  Tice,  22  Cal.  513.  where  the  averment  of  title  in  the 

*  Sec  McMinn  v.  O'Connor,  27  Cal.  complaint  is  in  general  terms,  without 
247;  Reily  v.  Lancaster,  39  Id.  356;  stating  the  sources  of  title. 

E,  Vol.  11—42 
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III.  That  this  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
lands  omitted  from  said  deed  by  said  mistake. 

'Wherefore  defendant  demands  that  the  plaintiff  be  adjudged 
to  execute  to  the  defendant  a  deed  of  conveyance  correcting 
said  mistake,  and  conveying  to  the  defendant  said  premises  in 
said  agreement;  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  perpetuallj  enjoined 
from  the  prosecution  of  this  action.^ 

§  3745.  Abandonment,  -when  nciust  be  Pleaded. — An 
abandonment  takes  place  only  when  one  in  possession  leaves 
with  the  intention  of  not  again  resuming  possession.  Abandon- 
ment is,  therefore,  a  question  of  intention,  and  should  be  spe- 
cially pleaded,  and  the  facts  stated  on  which  the  defendant 
relies.'  In  an  action  of  ejectment,  one  of  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and 
entitled  to  the  possession  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  entry  by 
defendant,  and  under  a  direct  denial  of  this  averment  the  de- 
fendant may  show  that,  previous  to  his  entry,  a  title  which  once 
existed  in  the  plaintiff  had  been  lost  by  abandonment  or  for- 
feiture.' Where  a  right  to  recover  is  founded  upon  naked  pos- 
session, the  defendant,  under  the  general  issue,  without  pleading 
abandonment,  may  prove  abandonment  by  the  plaintiff  before 
the  defendant's  entry. ^  Evidence  of  the  abandonment  of  a 
mining  claim  by  a  party  suing  to  recover  the  same  is  admissible 
without  a  special  plea  thereof,  iinder  a  denial  of  title  in  the 
plaintiff,  pleaded  by  the  defendant.^  Mere  lapse  of  time  does 
not  constitute  an  abandonment,  but  it  may  be  given  in  evidence 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  parties.* 

§  3746!  Abatement — Another  Action  Pending. — In  an 
action  to  recover  land,  an  answer  of  another  action  pending-  for 
the  same  cause  must  show  that  the  same  title,  the  same  injoir, 
and  the  same  subject-matter  are  in  controversy  in  both  actions.^ 
Answers  in  abatement  of  an  action  are  to  be  strictly  constnied.^ 

§  3747.  Abatement  by  Death.— The  death  of  the  wife 
without  issue,  after  a  suit  by  herself  and  husband  for  the  home- 
stead, defeats  a  recovery  by  the  husband,  though  the  right  to 
recover  existed  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.*    No  abafce- 

^The  first  defense  above  is  good  v.   Brown,  12  Id.   671;    Willson    v. 

only  in  the  states  where  lands  Ixeld  Clcavcland,  30  Id.  192. 

adversely  are  not  permitted  to  be  con-  '  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  CaL  671. 

veyed.     It  is  not  good  in  California:  *  Willson  v.  Cleaveland,  30 CaL  192. 

see  Civil  Code,  sec.  1047.  *  Bell  v.  Bedrock  T.  &  M.  Co.,  3& 

*  Moon  v.  Rollins,  36  CaL  333;  St.  CaL  214. 

John  V.  Kidd,  26  Id.  266;  Root  v.  Ball,  •  Moon  v.  Rollins,  36  Cal.  333. 

4  McLean,  177.      That  it  need  not  '  Larco  v.  Clements,  36  Cal.  132. 

be  specially  pleaded  where  the  strict  ^  Id. 

legal  title  is  not  in  question,  see  Bell  *  Gee  v.  Moore,  14  CaL  472. 
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ment  takes  place  in  ejectment,  except  in  the  case  of  a  sole  de- 
fendant;* on  death  of  plaintiff's  lessor;*  of  defendant.'  In 
a  real  action,  the  death  of  either  party  before  judgment  abates 
the  suit.* 

§  3748.  Abatement  by  Transfer  of  Property.— In  New 
ITork,  the  transfer  of  all  the  interest  of  a  sole  defendant  abates 
the  action.  A  new  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  trans- 
feree.^ In  California,  if  the  fact  appears  on  the  record  that 
after  the  institution  of  the  suit  the  plaintiff  conveyed  a  portion 
of  the  land  in  controversy  to  other  persons^  it  would  be  no 
ground  for  reversing  the  judgment.*  The  conveyance  of  the 
entire  interest  in  the  land  by  the  plaintiff  will  necessarily  de- 
feat the  action.^  The  court  may  in  ejectment,  by  consent  of 
both  plaintiff  and  vendee,  make  an  order  continuing  in  the 
name  of  the  original  plaintiff.^  Such  a  sale  is  a  transfer  of  the 
cause  of  action.*    Or  such  purchaser  may  intervene.  *° 

§  3749.  Mexican  Grant.— If  the  plaintiff  relies  on  a  title 
derived  from  the  Mexican  government  and  conj&rmed  by  the 
United  States,  without  stating  the  time  of  confirmation,  an  an- 
swer which  sets  up  as  a  defense  the  statute  of  limitations  is  good, 
without  stating  that  the  Mexican  grant  was  finally  confirmed  more 
than  five  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  the  action." 

§  3750.  Mexican  Grant — Probate  Sale. — If  a  Mexican 
grantee  dies,  and  his  heirs  petition  for  and  obtain  to  themselves  a 
confirmation  of  the  grant,  and  the  patent  issues  to  them,  the  legal 
title  vests  in  the  heirs  and  their  grantees,  and  does  not  inure  to 
the  benefit  of  one  who  purchases  at  a  probate  sale  made  by  the 
administrator  of  the  grantee,  so  as  to  vest  in  him  the  legal  title, 
and  the  patentees  will  prevail  in  ejectment  against  the  pur- 
chaser at  such  sale  if  the  defendant  does  not  set  up  a  valid 
equitable  defense."  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  administrator's 
deed  was  valid  and  sufficient  to  convey  the  interest  which  the 
deceased  had  in  the  land,  such  deed  will  not  entitle  them  at  law 
to  the  benefits  of  the  confirmation  and  patent." 

1  Adams  on  Eject.  298;  2  Tidd,  846;  14  How  Pr.  71;  Mosely  v.  Mosely,  1 1 

Putnam  v.   Van  Buren,  7  How.  Pr.  Abb.  Pr.  105;  Lowry  t.  Morrison,  H 

31;  James  v.  Bennett,  10  Wend.  540;  Paige,  327. 

Hatfield  v.  Bushnell,  1  Blatch.  393.  »  Barstow  v.  Newman,  34  Cal.  90; 

*  Frier  v.  Jackson,  8  Johns.  495.  Moss  v.  Shear,  30  Id.  4(58. 

8  Diefendorf  v.  House,  9  How.  Pr.  ^  Barstow  v.  Newman,  34  CaL  90. 

243;   18  Wend.   543;    Springsted  v.  «  Moss  v.  Shear,  30  Cal.  468. 

Jayne,  4  Cow.  423;  Blewett  v.  Tre-  •  Id. 

gonning,  4  Ad.  &  El.  1002.  ^^  Brooks  v.  Hager,  5  Cal.  281. 

*  Macker  v.  Thomas,  7  Wheat.  ^^  Anderson  v.  Fisk,  36  Cal.  632. 
530;  Green  v.  Watkins,  6  Id.  260;  "  Hartley  v.  Brown,  61  Cal.  467. 
Dyckman  v.  Allen,  2  How.  Pr.  17.  "  Id. 

*  Moseley  v.  Albany  N.  R.  R.  Co., 


660  FORMS  OF  ANSWERS.  §  3751. 

§  3751.  Mexican  Grant — ^Limitation.— The  California  stat- 
ute of  limitations  of  1850,  as  to  real  actions,  was  general,  and  no 
exceptions  were  made  in  favor  of  Mexican  grants.*  In  1855  this 
section  was  amended  by  adding  the  following  proviso:  "Pro- 
vided,  how€t)er,  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  party 
claiming  such  real  estate,  or  the  possession  thereof,  under  title 
derived  from  the  Spanish  or  Mexican  governments  or  the  author- 
ities thereof,  if  such  action  be  commenced  within  fi.ve  years  from 
the  time  of  the  final  confirmation  of  such  title  by  the  goveni- 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  its  legally  constituted  author- 
ities." *  By  the  amendment  of  1863  this  proviso  was  stricken 
out,  and  in  section  6  of  the  amendatory  aot,'  another 
proviso  was  adopted,  giving  to  Spanish  or  Mexican  claim- 
ants, or  those  claiming  under  them,  whose  claims  bad  not 
been  finally  confirmed  more  than  five  years  before  the  passage 
of  the  act,  five  years  after  its  passage  to  commence  actions  or 
make  defenses,  etc.  A  second  proviso  in  the  same  section  de- 
clared that  '*  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  be  so  construed 
as  to  extend  or  enlarge  the  time  for  commencing  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  real  estate  or  the  possession  thereof,  under  title 
derived  from  Spanish  or  Mexican  governments,  in  a  case  where 
final  confirmation  has  already  been  had,  other  than  is  now 
allowed  under  the  act  to  which  this  act  is  amendatory."*  The 
title  declares  this  act  to  be  amendatory  of  the  act  of  1850.  '*  Filial 
confirmation  "  was  declared  to  be  the  issuance  of  the  patent,  or 
the  final  determination  of  the  official  survey,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  congress  of  June  14,  I860,*  regulating  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States  in  regard 
to  the  survey  and  location  of  confirmed  private  land  claims.* 
Under  this  act  Mexican  grantees  whose  grants  were  finally  con- 
firmed, within  the  meaning  of  the  act  prior  to  April  18,  1858, 
were  barred  under  the  act  of  1865;  and  grants  thus  confirmed  be- 
tween April  18,  1858,  and  April  18,  1863,  were  not  barred  until 
April  18, 1868.'  The  provisos  in  the  act  of  1863  constitute  ex- 
ceptions to  the  otherwise  general  provisions  of  the  act,  and  it  has 
been  uniformly  held  that  a  party  claiming  to  be  within  the  benefit 
of  the  exceptions  must  afiirmatively  establish  his  case  in  that  re- 
spect, and  this  must  be  considered  no  longer  an  open  question  in 
this  court."  The  party  claiming  title  under  a  Mexican  grant,  if 
the  other  relies  on  five  years'  adverse  possession,  must  show  that 

>  Stat.  1850,  p.  344,  sec.  6.  *  12  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  pp.  33, 34. 

•^  Stat.  ISJo,  p.  109,  sec.  1.  «  Id.,  sec.  7. 

"  Stat.  1863,  p.  327.  ,  Morris  v.  De  Celis,  51  CaL  GO. 
*  Id.  Id.,  61. 
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the  patent  has  not  issued  for  the  same,  or  that  the  official  survey 
has  not  been  approved  by  the  district  court,  under  the  act  of  con- 
fess of  July  14,  I860.*     If  the  grantee  of  a  Mexican  grant  con- 
veys an  undivided  interest  in  the  same,  and  after  the  conveyance 
is  made,  holds  possession  of  the  "whole  of  the  grant  adversely  to  all 
the  world,  for  the  period  required  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
the  title  which  he  has  conveyed  is  extinguished.'    The  court  in 
this  case  adds:  "  We  are  not  to  be  understood,  however,  as  hold- 
ing that  such  adverse  possession  would  have  any  effect  as  against 
a  patent  to  the  rancho  subsequently  issued,  if  Crosby  and  his  gran- 
tees are  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  patent."    This,  however,  is 
obiter.     That  question  did  not  arise  in  the  case.     Besides,  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  why  a  right  to  the  benefits  of  a  patent  may 
not  be  barred  by  an  adverse  holding,  prior  to  its  issue,  as  well  as 
a  title  based  upon  the  patent  after  its  issue.     Where  the  holding 
is  adverse  to  the  Mexican  title,  which  is  secured  or  to  be  secured 
through  a  patent  issued  by  the  United  States,  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion but  that  the  act  of  1855  operated  to  protect  the  title  against 
such  adverse  holding;  but  in  the  case  of  Hartman  v.  Heed,  supra , 
Crosby's  only  claim  was  derived  by  conveyance  from  the  Mexican 
grantee;  his  title  depended  upon  the  validity  of  the  Mexican  title, 
and  was  in  no  sense  hostile  or  adverse  to  it;  and  if  he  permitted 
his  grantor  to  hold  adversely  to  him  for  the  statutory  period,  the 
issuance  or  non-issuance  of  the  patent  could  not  affect  the  bar. 
The  case  was,  therefore,  rightly  decided,  and  the  paragraph  above 
quoted  we  regard  as  inconsistent  with  the  decision. 

§  3752.  Defense  of  Statute  of  Umitations.— Where  the 
defendant  set  up  as  a  defense  ''  that  the  title  of  the  said  plaintiff, 
if  any  he  has  to  said  premises,  did  not  accrue  within  five  years 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  that  he  has  not 
been  in  possession  thereof  within  five  years  prior  to  this  suit," 
it  was  held  not  to  be  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations.'  An 
answer  which  avers  that  **  if  plaintiffs  ever  had  any  right  or  title 
to  their  claims,  or  to  any  portion  thereof,  they  are  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  as  they,  the  defendants,  have  been  in  quiet 
and  peaceable  possession  of  the  same,  adversely  to  these  plaint- 
iffs, for  a  period  over  five  years,"  is  not  a  good  plea  of  the  statute 
of  limitations.^  The  defense  of  five  years*  adverse  enjoyment  of 
an  easement  must  be  pleaded  in  order  that  it  may  be  available.^ 

>  Moms  V.  De  Celis,  51  Cal.  61.  *  Table    Mountain    Tunnel  Co.  v. 

3  Hartman  v.  Reed,  50  Cal.  485.  Stranaban,  31  Cal.  387;  see  also  Boyd 

'  McKay  v.  Petal uma  Lodge,  Key-  v.  Blankman,  29  Id.  20. 

burn  et  al.,  Cal.  Sup.  Ct.,  April  term,  ^  American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27  CaL 

1866.  360. 


662  FORMS  OP  ANSWERS  §  3753. 

§  3753.  Coi^junctive  Denial. — An  averment  in  a  complaint 
that  the  defendant,  since  November,  1858,  "has  contined  to 
possess  and  occup}^  said  land  and  premises,  and  use  the  same  in 
her  said  sole  trader  business,"  is  not  denied  by  a  denial  in  the 
answer  that  defendant  has  continued  since  the  ninth  day  of  Ntv 
vember,  1858,  to  occupy  or  use  the  said  premises  in  her  busi- 
ness as  such  sole  trader.' 

§  3754.  Counter-avennents. — ^If  the  complaint  contains 
averments  of  the  facts  constituting  a  deraignment  of  title  in  a 
certain  manner,  and  the  answer  contains  a  counter-arenDent 
that  the  title  was  derived  in  a  different  manner,  this  comiter- 
averment  is  a  denial,  if  it  is  alleged  that  the  facts  are  not  other- 
wise than  averred  in  the  counter-statement.' 

§  3755.  Disclaimers.— An  answer  which  disclaims  all  inter- 
est in  the  land  in  dispute,  except  such  as  the  defendant  may 
have  under  the  homestead  law,  is  not  a  disclaimer.*  Where  de- 
fendants disclaim  as  to  a  part  of  the  premises,  and  as  to  another 
part  pleaded  that  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  it  is  not  error  to  render  jnd;:- 
ment  against  them  for  costs.*  Where  the  plaintiff  succeeds  in 
part  and  fails  in  part,  costs  may  be  awarded,  at  least  upon  the 
part  on  which  he  succeeded;^  and  defendants  can  not  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  statutory-  provision  relating  to  disclaimers  to  save 
themselves  from  costs,  where  they  have  raised  the  issue  on 
plaintiff's  possession.*  One  who  held  possession  in  subordina- 
tion to  and  in  privity  with  the  title  of  the  rightful  owner  is  not 
precluded  from  imparting  by  his  own  acts  an  adverse  character 
to  his  possession.  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  first  surrender  the 
premises.  The  trustee  may  disavow  and  disclaim  his  trust;  the 
tenant,  the  title  of  his  landlord  after  expiration  of  lease,  or  even 
before,  by  forfeiture  of  lease,  disclaiming  the  tenure,  and  attorn- 
ing to  another.'  So  the*  vendee  may  disclaim  the  title  of  his 
vendor  after  breach  of  his  contract,  and  the  statute  will  com- 
mence to  run  at  the  time  of  such  disclaimer.^  But  a  clear,  pos- 
itive, and  continued  disclaimer  is  necessary.' 

1  Camden  V.  Mullen,  29  Cal.  564.         156;    Reed   v.   Proprietor  of  Locb 

2  Sitcr  V.  Jewett,  33  Cal.  92.  and  Canals,  8  How.  U.  S.  274. 

»  De  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27  Cal.        »  PcUatt  v.  Ferrars.  2  Bos.  &  Pul 

331;  Noc  V.  Card,  14  Id.  57(5.  542;  Fenwick  v.  Reed,  5  Barn.  4  AKL 

*  Brooks   V.    Caldenv'ood,   34  Cal.  232;   Fishar  v.  Prosscr,  Coirp.  217;  2 

503.  Stark.  Ev.  887;  Kane  v.  BJoo^Igood.  7 

^  Id.  Johns.  Ch.  90;  20  Jolrns.  565;  Salmon 

«  Id.  V.  Hance,  4  Serg.  &  R.  310;  Jonlan  t. 

'  Jilight's  Lessees  v.  Rochester,  7  Coojxjr,  Id.  570;  2  Sch.  k  Uf.  ft'tX 
Wheat.  5.35;  Willison  v.  Watkius,  3        »  Zeller's  Lessees  v.  Eckcrt,4How. 

Pet.  47;  Walden  v.  Bodley,  14  Id.  U.  S.  289. 
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§  375G.  Forfeiture,  Plea  of. — In  an  action  of  ejectment  to 
recover  mining  claims,  an  answer  to  the  complaint  which  avers 
tbat  any  right  that  plaintiffs  may  have  ever  had  to  the  posses- 
sion, etc.,  they  forfeited  by  a  non-compliance  with  the  rules, 
customs,  and  regulations  of  the  miners  of  the  diggings,  embrac- 
ing the  claims  in  dispute,  prior  to  the  defendant's  entr^-,  is  in- 
sufficient in  not  setting  forth  the  rules,  customs,  etc.*  The  facts 
should  be  stated  so  as  to  enable  the  court  to  determine  whether 
the  forfeiture  did  accrue.  The  averment  of  forfeiture  is  a  legal 
conclusion  upon  which  no  issue  can  bo  taken.' 

§  3757.  Former  Recovery.— A  plea  of  former  recovery  in 
ejectment,  a'b  to  a  part  of  the  demanded  premises,  should  de- 
scribe the  land  which  was  in  contest  in  the  former  action,  and 
such  plea  is  bad  if  it  is  pleaded  as  a  general  defense  to  the 
whole  action,  and  there  are  several  plaintiffs,  and  the  former 
recovery  was  against  one  only  of  the  several.'  In  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  land,  where  the  defend- 
ant simply  denied  the  allegation  of  the  complaint,  it  was  held 
that  he  could  not  introduce  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  record  of 
a  former  recovery.* 

§  3758.  Fact  of  Possession.— Where  a  complaint  for  the 
possession  of  land  avers  defendants  to  be  in  possession,  and  the 
answer  does  not  deny  but  affirmatively  shows  it,  then,  even  if 
the  allegation  of  possession  be  not  material,  and  therefore  not 
requiring  a  denial,  the  fact  of  possession  becomes  a  matter  of 
admission  or  agreement  between  the  parties,  as  an  independent 
fact  not  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  but  affecting  the  whole  case.^ 
§  3759.  General  Issue.— If  the  defendant  in  ejectment 
pleads  the  general  issue  only,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
in  case  the  defendant  is  found  in  possession  of  any  part  of  the 
demanded  premises.*  The  general  issue  plea  is,  not  guilty,  and 
under  it,  coverture  or  any  other  available  defense  may  be  taken. ^ 
In  an  action  of  ejectment,  under  the  general  issue,  the  question 
at  issue  is,  not  whether  the  ancestor  had  title,  and  the  right  of 
possession,  but  whether  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  had  such  title  and, right.  Under  the  general  issue, 
or  a  general  denial  of  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  the 
defendant  may  controvert  by  evidence  any  and  every  fact  which 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  establish  to  make  out  his  cause  of  ac- 

» Dutch  Flat  Co.    v.   Mooney,  12        *  Piercy  v.  Sabin,  10  Cal.  22. 
Cal.  534.  *  Powell  v.  Oullahan,  14  Cal.  114. 

2  Id.  6  Greer  v.  Mezes,  24  How.  U.  ii  2(>8. 

>  Anderson  v.  Fisk,  36  CaL  625.  '  Black  v.  Trioker,  52  Pa.  St.  436. 
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tion.'  He  can  not,  under  such  an  answer,  prove  a  dischai^e  of 
a  cause  of  action  once  existing  in  the  plaintiff  against  him,  be- 
cause that  is  an  affirmative  defense,  or  new  matter,  which  must 
be  pleaded.  But  he  may  show  that  the  plaintiff  never  bad  any 
such  cause  of  action  against  him  as  is  alleged  in  the  complaint.' 
Matter  that  goes  to  afTect  the  title  may  be  proved  under  the 
general  denial.'  So  abandonment  of  land  may  be  proved.*  A 
general  denial,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brings  in  issue  the 
respective  titles  of  plaintiff  and  defendant.* 

§  3760.  Grant  of  Hasement. — Grant  of  easement  or  servi- 
tude must  be  specially  pleaded."  The  lessee  of  an  inner  close 
has,  by  necessity,  a  right  of  way  over  an  outer  close  which  be- 
longs to  his  lessor,  but  he  can  not  by  user  acquire  an  easement 
to  deposit  packages  on  a  close  which  belongs  to  his  lessor/ 

§  3761.  HotQestead. — The  husband  or  the  wife  may  set  np 
the  facts  of  homestead,  as  a  defense  to  ejectment,  based  upon 
a  sheriff's  deed  upon  the  premises,  made  in  pursuance  of  an 
execution  sale  on  a  judgment  at  law  against  the  husband, 
there  having  been  no  abandonment  of  the  homestead."  A  de- 
fendant in  possession  may  show  that  he  has  entered  the  land  un- 
der the  homestead  law  of  the  United  States,  and  is  not  estopped, 
by  a  sale  and  delivery  of  possession  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  from 
showing  that  he  now  holds  them  under  said  laws.'  He  does  not 
thereby  deny  the  title  of  the  vendor,  but  he  confesses  and  avoids 
it.  He  may  show  that  the  vendor's  title  has  expired,  for  by  the 
estoppel  he  is  precluded  from  denying  only  what  he  has  previ- 
ously admitted,  and  by  executing  the  contract,  and  entering 
under  it,  he  admitted  the  existence,  but  not  the  continuance,  of 
title  in  the  vendor.  ^^  And  as  the  right  to  possession  depends 
upon  title,  when  the  vendor's  title  expires  his  right  to  possession 
expires. 

§  3762.  Mi^oinder. — Where  two  are  joined  as  plaintiffs  in 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  land,  a  denial  in  the 
answer  that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  possession  of  the  land  does 
not  present  the  issue  of  a  misjoinder  of  either  of  the  plain tiffk.^^ 

§  3763.     New  Matter. — Subsequently  acquired  title  in  de- 

1  Andrews  v.  Bond,  16  Barb.  633.  ^  Gayford  v.  Moffatt,  L.  R,  4  Ch., 

«  Raynor  v.  Timerson,  46  Barb.  518.  133. 

'  McCormic  v.  Leggett,  8  Jones  L.        *  Williams  v.  Yonng,  17  Cal.  403. 
425:  Moore  v.  Tice,  '11  Cal.  516.  »Holden  v.  Andrews,  38  Cal.  119. 

♦Willsonv.Cleaveland,  30Cal.  192;       i*^  Jackson    v.    Rowland,   6  Wend 

Bell  V.  Brown,  22  Id.  671.  670;   Dispard  v.  Wallbridge,   15  X. 

*  Marshall  v.  Shafter,  32  Cal.  176.  Y.  374;  Holdcn  v,  Andrews,  38CaL 

•American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27  Cal.  119. 
368.  ^^  GlUam  v.  Sigman,  29  Cal.  637. 
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fendant  must  be  specially  set  up.*  Title  acquired  by  defendants 
pendente  lite,  and  other  matters  of  defense  arising  subsequent  to 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  must  be  set  up  by  a  supplemen- 
tal answer  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  puis  darrein  continuance,^  So 
also  a  transfer  of  title  by  plaintiff  must  be  by  supplemental  an- 
swer, or  it  can  not  be  given  in  evidence.'  The  interest  of  a 
mortgagor  in  possession  was  sold  on  execution,  and  ejectment 
was  brought  against  him  by  the  purchaser.  It  was  held  that  the 
mortgagor  could  defend  his  possession  by  taking  a  lease  from  the 
mortgagees,  and  setting  it  up  by  a  plea  puis  darrein  continuance.* 

§  3764.  Non-tenure. — In  most  actions  non-tenure  is,  in 
Massachusetts,  a  good  plea  either  in  bar  or  abatement,  though 
in  some  states  and  in  England  it  is  good  only  in  abatement.^ 
A  mortgagor  in  possession  can  not,  in  a  suit  against  him  by  his 
mortgagee  to  recover  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
plead  special  non-tenure.* 

§  3765.  Several  Defenses. — In  an  action  to  recover  a 
mining  claim,  the  complaint,  duly  verified,  alleged  title  and 
possession  in  plaintiffs  on  a*  certain  day.  The  answer,  also 
verified,  denied  that  plaintiffs  ever  had  either  title  or  possession, 
and  afterwards  averred  that  if  plaintiffs  ever  had  a  title  to  the 
claim,  they  had  abandoned  and  forfeited  it  before  defendants' 
entiy.  At  the  trial,  on  motion  of  plaintiffs,  the  court  ordered 
defendants  to  elect  on  which  of  the  above  defenses  they  would 
rely;  and  defendants,  having,  after  excepting  to  the  order, 
elected  to  rely  upon  their  denial,  were  precluded  from  intro- 
ducing proof  of  the  abandonment  and  forfeiture:  it  was  held 
that  the  action  of  the  court  was  error;  that  defendants  had  the 
right  to  set  up  both  defenses  in  their  answer,  and  support  both 
by  proof.^  The  defendant  may  deny  the  title  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  also  plead  the  statute  of  limitations.'  If  in  ejectment  there 
are  several  defenses  set  up  in  the  answer,  some  of  which  are 
insufficiently  pleaded,  and  the  defendants  have  a  general  ver- 
dict, and  the  record  docs  not  disclose  on  which  one  of  the  de- 
fenses the  verdict  was  rendered,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.* 

§  3766.  By  One  of  Several  Tenants  Charged  as  Joint 
Tenants. 

Form  No.  906. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

1  Mobs  v.  Shear,  30  Cal.  468.  'Marsh  v.  Smith,  18  N.  H.  366. 

2  Id. ;  Hardy  V.  Johnson,  1  Wall.  371.         ^  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

8  Moss  V.  Shear,  30  Cal.  468.  «  Willaon  v.    Cleaveland,    30   CaL 

♦Simmons  v.  Brown,  7  R.  I.  427.  192. 

*  Fiedler  v.  Carpenter,  2  Woodb.  &  'Anderson  v.  Fisk,  36  Cal.  625. 
M.  211. 
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That  the  defendants,  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  at  the  times  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  and  ever  since,  have  held  and  occupied  segre- 
gated portions  of  the  premises  separately,  and  not  jointly,  to 
wit:  the  defendant  A.  B.  the  part  [stating  what],  and  the  de- 
fendant C.  D.  the  part  [stating  what]/ 

§3767.  Improvements  —  Set-off.  —  Where  damages  are 
claimed  for  withholding  the  property  recovered,  upon  which 
permanent  improvements  have  been  made  by  a  defendant,  the 
value  of  such  improvements  may  be  pleaded  as  a  set-ofiT  to  the 
damages  for  withholding  the  property.'  But  where  no  proof  is 
introduced  to  show  damages,  it  is  no  error  to  refuse  to  allow 
the  defendant  to  prove  the  value  of  the  improvements  made  by 
him  on  the  property.'  A  defendant  in  ejectment,  who  has  made 
permanent  improvements  on  the  land  in  controversy,  is  not  cn« 
titled  to  set  off  the  value  of  those  improvements  against  the  dam- 
ages claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  improvements  have  been 
made  by  him,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  while  holding 
possession  under  color  of  title,  adversely  to  the  claims  of 
plaintiff,  and  in  good  faith.^  Where  one  who  entered  as  a  nakol 
trespasser  places  improvements  on  the  land,  and  afterwards 
buys  an  undivided  interest,  in  an  action  against  him  to  recover 
possession  of  the  land,  by  a  tenant  in  common,  who  owned 
prior  to  the  wrongful  entry,  the  defendant  can  not  set  off  the 
value  of  his  improvements  against  the  damages.^  But  not  where 
improvements  were  made  after  plaintiff's  title  accrued,  or  where 
the  holding  of  the  defendant  is  not  adverse  within  that  section;* 
nor  where  defendant  entered  under  a  bond  for  a  deed  from 
the  plaintiff.'  Value  of  improvements  must  be  specially  claimed 
by  defendant." 

§3768.  Improvements — Landlord  and  Tenant.  —  In 
Missouri,  a  tenant  who  disclaims  the  title  of  his  landlord  can 
not,  if  defeated,  have  improvements.*  The  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant has  made  permanent  and  valuable  improvements,  in  good 
faith  and  under  color  of  title,  is  no  defense  to  the  action;  but 
if  such  fact  is  set  up  in  the  answer,  in  such  language  as  to  con- 
tain  the  essentia]  facts  to  justify  a  set-off  of  the  value  of  im- 

^  For  a  form  of  defense,  see  Fos-  pen  tier  v.  Small,  35  Id.  346;  see  Bay 

gate  V.  Herkimer  Manufacturing  and  v.  Pope,  18  Id.  C94. 

Hydraulic  Co.,  12  N.  Y.  580;  S.  C.,  12  «►  Carpentier  v.  Mitchell,  29Cal.  330. 

Barb.  352.  «Bay  v.  Pope,  18  Cal.  694  j  Lotcv. 

»  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  741;  Yount  Shartzer,  31  Id.  487. 

V.  Howell,  14  Cal.  465;  Ford  v.  Hoi-  '  Kilburn  v.  Ritchie.  2  Cal.  145. 

ton,  6  Id.  319;  Welch  v.  Sullivan,  8  "  Carpentier    v.  Gardner,  29  Cal. 

Id.  105.  160;  Mosav.  Shear,  25  Id,  3a 

»  Ford  V.  Holton,  5  Cal.  319.  •  McQueen  v.  Chouteau's  Heirs,  30 

*  Love  V.  Shartzer,  31  Cal.  488;  Car-  Mo.  222. 
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provements  against  rents,  it  will  be  treated  as  a  good  answer 
for  that  purpose,  although  no  offer  is  made  of  such  set-off.* 
An  agreement  to  pay  for  the  improvements,  if  made,  is  no  de- 
fense in  ejectment.* 

§  3769.  Joint  and  Several  Tenancy — Oregon  Rule. — In 
a  writ  of  right,  brought  under  the  statute  of  Kentucky,  where 
the  demandant  describes  the  lands  by  metes  and  bounds,  and 
counts  against  the  tenants  jointly,  the  tenants,  by  pleading  in 
bar,  admit  their  seisin,  and  lose  the  opportunity  of  pleading  a 
several  tenancy.'  By  the  civil  practice  act  of  the  state  of  Ore- 
gon, section  316,  the  defendant  is  prohibited  from  giving  in 
evidence  "any  estate  in  himself  or  another  in  the  property,  or 
any  license  or  right  to  the  possession  thereof,  unless  the  same 
be  pleaded  in  his  answer."  By  section  314,  a  defendant  iu 
actual  possession  may,  for  answer,  pleaded  that  he  is  in  posses-^ 
sion  only  as  tenant  of  another,  and  thereupon  the  landlord,  if 
he  apply,  may  defend. 

§  3770.  Separate  Ans'wer. — Defendants  may  answer  sepa- 
rately, or  demand  separate  verdicts.*  Where  there  are  several 
defendants,  to  entitle  them  to  separate  verdicts,  they  should  set 
forth,  with  specific  description,  the  parcels  which  they  severally 
occupy  or  claim.*  If  the  defendant  in  ejectment  desires  to  de- 
fend for  only  a  portion  of  the  premises,  and  to  limit  his  liability 
for  mesne  profits  in  a  corresponding  proportion,  he  must  frame 
his  answer  accordingly,  and  specify  the  portion  of  the  premises 
for  which  it  is  intended  to  defend,  and  disclaim  as  to  the 
balance."  In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands  from 
several  defendants,  a  defendant  who  does  not  set  up  in  his 
answer  that  his  occupation  and  possession  were  exclusive  and 
in  severalty,  and  that  the  other  defendant  was  in  the  exclusive 
occupation  and  possession  of  the  remaining  portion,  thereby 
waives  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the 
action  against  him  and  the  other  defendant  jointly;  and  the 
plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  elect  at  the  trial  against  which  of  the 
defendants  he  will  proceed.^ 

§  3771.    Estoppel. 

Form  No,  907. 
[Title.] 
The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

1  Anderson  v.  Fisk,  36  Cal.  625.  ^  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28;  Mc- 

"^  Norria  v.  Hoyt,  18  Cal.  219;  see,  Garvey  v.  Little,  15  Id.  31. 

as  to  improvements  under  a  lease,  *  Guy  v.  Hauly,  21  CaL  397. 

Gett  V.  McManus,  47  Id.  56.  ^  Fosgate    v.   The   Herkimer  Mfg. 

•Liter  V.  Green,  2  Wheat.  306.  etc.   Co.,   2  Kern.   580;    Dillaye  v. 

*  Winans  v.  Christy,  4  Cal.  70.  Wilson,  43  Barb.  261. 
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That  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  allege  [here  state 
the  matter  to  which  the  estoppel  is  interposed — e.  g.]  that  the 
said  premises  belonged  to  C.  D.,  because  he  alleges  [here  state 
the  subject-matter  of  the  estoppel — e,  g.]  that  the  plaintiff,  on 

or  about  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  conveyed  said  premises 

to  the  defendant  by  deed,  containing  a  full  covenant  of  irar- 
ranty.     [State *f acts  as  they  exist.] 

§  3772.  Doctrine  of  Estoppel. — The  doctrine  of  estoppel, 
■which  may  be  said  to  be  founded  upon  the  adage  that  "the 
truth  is  not  to  be  spoken  at  all  times/'  is  a  harsh  one,  and  u 
never  to  be  applied  except  where  to  allow  the  truth  to  he  told 
would  consummate  a  wrong  to  the  one  party,  or  enable  the 
other  to  secure  an  unfair  advantage.^  A  person  who  has  aeqnireii 
the  possession  of  lands  under  a  contract  of  purchase  is  pi^ 
eluded  while  he  continues  in  possession  from  disputing  the  title 
of  his  vendor;  but  he  is  not  estopped  from  showing  that  his 
vendor's  title  has  expired.'  And  if,  instead  of  a  third  person, 
the  defendant  has  acquired  the  plaintiff's  title,  he  is  entitled  to 
occupy  the  position  that  would  have  been  held  by  the  third 
person  had  the  title  vested  in  him.'  It  was  the  old  rule  that 
only  specialty  or  record  could  be  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel.* 
But  later  cases  sanction  the  idea  that  estoppels  in  pais  mar  also 
be  thus  pleaded.*  Where  an  equitable  estoppel  in  pais  is  not 
properly  pleaded,  but  on  the  trial  evidence  is  introduced  with- 
out objection,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  properly 
pleaded,  and  a  verdict  is  rendered  upon  the  evidence  without 
objection,  the  objection  to  the  pleading  will  be  deemed  waived, 
and  the  case  will  be  considered  as  though  the  estoppel  had  heen 
properly  pleaded.*  An  estoppel  by  deed  or  matter  of  record 
should  be  pleaded  as  stich,  where  there  is  an  opportunity  to 
plead  it.  Where  no  opportunity  to  plead  it  occurs,  it  is  con- 
clusive as  evidence.^  So  far  as  a  deed  is  intended  to  pass  or 
extinguish  a  right,  it  is  the  exclusive  evidence  of  the  contract, 
and  the  party  is  concluded  by  its  terms;  but  the  deed  is  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  existence  of  facts  acknowledged  in 
the  instrument,  such  as  its  date,  acknowledgment  of  payment, 
consideration,  etc.®  W^here  plaintiff  had  possession  under  a 
deed  duly  recorded,  and  the  defendant  entered  with  notice  oi 

*  Franklin  v.  Merida,  35  Cal.  558.        308;  People  v.  Bristol  and  Rcll88elae^ 
«  Holden  v.  Andrews,  38  Cal.  119.     ville  Turnpike  Co.,  23  Id.  222. 

'  Id.  •  Davis  v.  Davis,  2(5  Cal.  38. 

*  Davis   V.   Tyler,  18  Johns.   490;        'Flandreau  v.Downey,  23CbL354; 
Welland  Canal  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  8    Corkhill  v.  Landers,  44  Barb.  2I& 
Wend.  480.  «  Rhine  v.  Ellen,  36  0»L  362. 

'Gay lord  v.  Van  Loan,  15  Wend. 
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and  in  subordination  to  plaintiff 's  title,  he  can  not  be  permitted 
to  deny  it  in  an  action  of  ejectment.^  A  judgment  in  an  action 
of  ejectment,  in  wbich  the  landlord  of  the  defendant  defends  the 
action  for  and  in  the  name  of  bis  tenant,  and  puts  bis  own  title  in 
issue,  is  admissible  in  evidence  by  way  of  estoppel  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  brougbt  by  the  same  plaintiff  against  such  landlord.' 

§  3773.  Landlord  and  Tenant. — ^A  tenant  is  estopped  to 
deny  that  his  landlord  has  a  legal  reversion,  though  it  appear 
from  the  instrument  of  demise  that  the  landlord  has  only  an 
equity  of  redemption.*  As  between  landlord  and  tenant,  the 
estoppel  is  designed  as  a  shield  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
but  not  as  a  sword  for  the  destruction  of  the  latter.^  The  bare 
possession  by  the  tenant  of  the  demised  land  at  the  time  the 
lease  is  given  is  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  general  rule,  and  the  tenant  can  not  before  surrendering 
possession  dispute  the  landlord's  title.^  If  A. ,  being  in  posses- 
sion of  land,  deliver  the  possession  to  B.  upon  his  request  and 
upon  his  promise  to  return  it,  with  or  without  rent,  at  a  speci- 
fied time,  or  at  the  will  of  A.,  B.  can  not  be  allowed,  while  still 
retaining  the  possession,  to  dispute  A.'s  title;  but  it  is  otherwise 
if  B.  is  in  possession  and  takes  a  lease  from  A. ,  since  the  latter 
parts  with  nothing,  and  the  former  has  obtained  nothing,  by 
the  transaction.'  A  tenant  of  the  defendant  in  ejectment,  who 
acquired  his  lease  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is  not 
estopped  as  to  his  term  by  the  judgment  in  an  action  obtained 
against  his  lessor;^  as  the  estoppel  of  a  jmrty  with  respect  to 
the  assertion  of  one  title  may  not  avail  to  prevent  him  from 
setting  up  another,  differently  derived.** 

§  3774.  Estoppel,  hew  and  -when  must  be  Pleaded. — 
Equitable  estoppels  and  defenses  can  be  entertained  in  actions 
at  law,  but  they  must  be  specially  stated  in  the  answer.*  If 
defendant  has  no  opportunity  to  plead  estoppel,  he  may  exhibit 
the  matter  thereof  in  evidence.*"*  The  court,  and  not  the  jury, 
must  pass  upon  the  equitable  title  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  it 
must  be  sufficiently  pleaded  to  warrant  the  court  in  granting  a 
decree  which  will  estop  the  further  prosecution  of  the  action." 


1  Stephens  v.  Mansfield,  11  Cal.  363. 

>  Russell  V.  Mallon,  38  Cal.  259; 
Valentine  v.  Mahonoy,  37  Id.  389. 

»  Morton  v.  Woods,  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B,, 
658. 

*  Franklin  v.  Merida,  35  Cal.  558. 
^Tewksbury  V.  MagrafiF,  33  Cal.  237 ; 

afErmed,  Franklin  v.  Merida,  35  Id. 
558. 

•  Franklin  v.  Merida,  35  Cal.  558. 


7  Satterlee  t.  Bliss,  36  CaL  489. 

•Wheeler  v.  Ruckman,  2  Abb.  Pr., 
N.  S.,  186. 

•Clark  V.  Huber,  25  Cal.  593; 
Davis  V.  Davis,  20  Id.  89. 

'"Philadelphia  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Howard,  13  How.  U.  S.  308. 

''Arguello  v.  Edinger,  10  Cal.  150; 
Lestrade  v.  Bartli.  19  Id.  060;  Estrada 
V.  Murphy,  19  Id.  248;  Meadorv.  Par- 
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§  3775.    Purchase  of  Adverse   Claim. — One  who  is  in 

possession  of  and  claiming  to  own  land  does  not  admit  title  in 
another  because  he  buvs  the  other's  claim  of  title,  solely  to 
quiet  his  own  title  and  avoid  litigation.  Such  purchaser  is  not 
estopped  by  such  purchase  from  denying  the  validity  of  the 
claim  thus  purchased.^ 
§  3776.    Equitable  Estate  in  Defendant. 

Form  No.  908, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

First.  For  a  first  defenese: 

I.  [Deny  title  in  plaintiff.] 

Second.  And  as  an  equitable  defense  to  said  action,  and  as  a 

cross-complaint  therein,  the  defendant  alleges: 

I.  That  on  the day  of ,  18 . . ,  the  plainti^ 

executed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  his  agreement  in  \mt- 
ing,  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  to  the  defendant  of  the  prem- 
ises described  in  the  complaint,  a  copy  of  which  agreement  is  as 
follows  [copy  the  agreement], 

II.  That  the  defendant  fully  performed  all  the  conditions  of 
said  agreement  on  his  part,  yet  the  said  plaintiff  has  not  conve^-ed 
the  said  premises  to  the  defendant,  but  to  do  so  hath  hitherto, 
and  still  does,  neglect  and  refuse,  though  often  requested  thereto. 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  that  the  plaintiff  be  ad- 
judged to  convey  said  premises  to  the  defendant,  in  fee,  by 
deed,  with  covenants,  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  and  be 
enjoined  from  the  further  prosecution  of  this  action. 

§  3777.  Character  of  Defense— When  may  be  Inter- 
posed.— ^When  an  equitable  answer  is  interposed  to  an  action  of 
ejectment,  said  answer,  being  a  bill  in  equity,  can  only  be  inter- 
posed where  the  parties  to  the  action  are  such  as  would  be 
required  to  a  bill  in  equity  seeking  the  same  rehef-*  Under  the 
code  of  practice,  equitable  defenses  may  be  interposed  to  the 
action  of  ejectment,  but  the  defendant  in  such  cases  becomes  an 
actor  with  respect  to  the  matter  presented  by  him,  and  his  answer 
must  contain  all  the  essential  averments  of  a  bill  in  equity,  and 
the  equity  presented  must  be  of  such  a  character  that  it  may  be 
ripened  by  the  decree  of  the  court  into  a  legal  right  to  the 
premises,  or  such  as  will  stop  the  plaintiff  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  action.^    And  he  must  inform  the  adverse  party  of  the 

sons,  Id.  204;  Carpentier  v.  City  of  *  Lestrade  v.  Barth,  19  Cal.  ©60. 

Oakland,  30  Id.  431);  Blum  v.  Robert-  »  Estnula  v.  Murphy,   19  Cal.  2*5; 

son,  '24  Id.   14G;  Downer  v.  Smith,  Weber  v.  Marshall,  Id.  447;  Downer 

24  Id.  124.  V.  Smith,  24  Id.  124;  Blum  v.  Rob- 

1  Cannon  v.  Stockmou,  36  Cal.  535.  ert8on»  Id.  146. 
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nature  of  the  cause  of  action  or  defense  which  he  will  be  obliged 
to  meet,  and  to  do  this  he  must  plead  it  with  the  same  fullness 
and  particularity  as  is  required  in  cases  involving  like  subjects 
of  inquiry  in  suits  of  equity.'  Although  a  party  may  set  up  an 
equitable  defense  to  an  action  at  law,  he  is  not  confined  to  that 
proceeding.  He  may  let  the  judgment  go  at  law,  and  file  his 
bill  in  equity  for  relief.'  An  equitable  title  arising  out  of  a  con- 
tract for  a  sale  of  land  is  a  defense  to  an  action  instituted  to 
recover  possession  of  the  land,  the  subject  of  the  contract.' 

§  3778.  Ii\juiictloii. — The  defense  arising  from  a  verbal  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of-^land,  accompanied  with  acts  of  part  per- 
formance, taking  the  contract  from  the  operation  of  the  statute, 
is  permissible,  under  our  system  of  practice,  to  an  action  of 
ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the  premises.  The  only  effect  of 
this  mode  of  asserting  the  rights  of  the  defendants,  instead  of 
filing  a  bill  in  equity,  is  to  require  the  court  to  pass  upon  the 
questions  raised  by  the  answer  in  the  first  instance.  If,  upon 
heariug  the  evidence,  the  court  should  determine  there  was 
ground  for  relief,  it  would  enjoin  the  further  prosecution  of  the 
action  with  its  decree  for  a  specific  performance;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  if  it  should  refuse  the  relief,  it  would  call  a  jury  to 
determine  the  issue  upon  the  general  denial.^ 

§  3779.  Must  be  Specially  Pleaded.— Equitable  defense 
is  fully  available  under  the  code  in  this  form  of  action.*  The 
equitable  defense  is  first  to  be  passed  upon  by  the  court;  and 
until  it  is  disposed  of,  the  assertion  of  the  legal  remedy  is  in 
effect  stayed.  Upon  the  determination  of  the  court  upon  the 
•relief  prayed  by  the  answer,  the  necessity  of  proceeding  with 
the  action  at  law  will  depend.  When  it  does  proceed,  the  legal 
title  will  control  its  result.'  And  it  is  irregular  to  submit  to 
the  jury  all  the  legal  and  equitable  defenses  together.^ 

§  3780.    Adverse  Possession. 

Form  No.  909, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed  alleged  in  the 
complaint  the  lands  therein  described  were  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  one  A.  B. ,  who  then  and  ever  since  claimed  to  be  the 
owner  thereof,  and  now  claims  adversely  to  the  said  grantor. 

1  Davis  V.  Davis,  26  Cal.  38.  v.  Parker,  43  Id.   611;   Corkhill  v. 

^  Lorraine  v.  Long,  6  Cal.  452.  Landers,  44  Id.  218. 

»Tib«au  V.  Tibeaii,  19  Mo.  78.  «  Estrada  v.  Murphy,  19  Cal.  248; 

*  Arguello  v.  Edinger,  10  Cal.  Ii50.  Martin  v.  ZellerUaob,  38  Id.  300. 

*  Murray  v.  Walker,  31  N.  Y.  399;  » Leatrade  v.  Barlh,  19  Cal.  6G0. 
Saflford  V.  Hynda,  39  Barb.  625;  Lee 
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§  3781.  Adverse  Possession. — ^Adverse  possession  is  of  two 
kinds:  1.  Where  possession  is  taken  without  color  of  title,  hut 
with  intent  to  chiim  the  fee  against  all  comers;*  2.  Where  pcfcy- 
session  is  taken  under  a  claim  of  title  founded  on  a  mrritten 
instrument  or  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.' 
It  may  be  acquired  to  part  of  a  tract,  while  the  owner  of  the 
title  is  in  possession  of  the  other  part  of  the  same  tract.' 

§  3782.  Adverse  Possession  of  Water.— The  right  to  the 
use  of  a  watercourse  on  the  public  lands  may  be  held,  granted, 
abandoned,  or  lost  by  the  same  means  as  a  right  of  the  same 
character  issuing  out  of  lands  to  which  a  private  title  exists. 
And  on  adverse  possession,  for  the  time  provided  by  statute  of 
limitations,  the  law  will  presume  a  grant  of  the  right  to  its 
use.* 

§  3783.  Consecutive  Possession. — ^The  possession  of  sev* 
eral  persons  in  succession,  claiming  under  the  same  title,  is  the 
same  possession.'  So  a  vendee's  possession  may  be  joined  ^th 
that  of  his  vendor.*  But  the  possession  of  different  intruders 
in  succession  can  not  be  added  together  to  create  a  title  in  the 
last  intruder,  especially  where  there  is  no  privity  between  them.' 
The  decision  that  adverse  possession  is  not  transferable  was 
never  acknowledged  as  sound  by  any  land  lawyer  or  judge  of 
Pennsylvania.*  Where,  to  ejectment  on  a  patent  to  plaintiff  for 
land  from  the  United  States,  defendants  pleaded  possession  in 
themselves,  and  the  parties  through  whom  they  claim,  for  ^ve 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  in  accordance 
with  miniDg  customs  on  the  fourth  of  March,  1860,  but  ad- 
mitted the  issuance  of  the  patent  on  the  nineteenth  of  February, 
1856,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  is  of  no  avail,  because  the  ad- 
mission shows  plaintiffs  were  seised  of  the  premises  within  the 
five  years.*  If  the  possession  of  two  or  more  persons  in  suc- 
cession, holding  in  privity  with  each  other,  under  title  or  color 
of  title,  makes  out  the  prescribed  time,  the  bar  is  complete." 
But  where  the  grantee's  deed  either  called  for  land  different 
from  that  sued  for,  or  was  void  for  uncertainty  of  description, 

iCal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  321.  ^  Potts  v.  Gilbert,  3  Wash.  C.  C, 

*  Kimbal]  v.  Lohmas,  31  Cal.  154.     475;  overruled  in  part,  see  Overficld 
»  Davis  V.  Perley,  30  Cal.  630.  ,  v.  Christie,  7  Serg.  &  R,  173;  ,Shcett 

*  Union  Water  Co.  v.  Crary,  25  Cal.  v.  Fitzwater,  6  Pa.  St.  126;  see  i>an 
504;  see  Humphreys  v.  McCall,  9  Id.  Francisco  t.  Fuldc,  37  CaL  353;  San 
59.  Jose  V.  Trimble,  41  Id.  541,  :AZ. 

*Lea  v.  Polk  Co.  Copper  Co.,  21  «  Moore  v.  Soiall.  9  Pa.  St,  IW. 

How.  U.  S.  493.  'Fremont  v.  Seals,  18  Cal.  433. 

*  Alexander  v.  Pendleton,  8  Cranch,  "  Horton  v.  Crawford,  10  Tex.  3S2; 
462.  Christy  v.  AUord,  17  How.  U.  S.  €01. 
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it  \7as  held  he  did  not  connect  himself,  by  means  of  such  deed, 
with  the  possession  of  his  grantor.^  ^ 

§  3784.  Equitable  Title.— The  purchaser  of  an  equitable 
title  by  bond  or  contract  may,  equally  with  the  purchaser  of 
the  legal  title  by  deed,  set  up  his  possession  as  adverse  to  the 
vendor,  as  the  vendor  without  a  deed  is  the  trustee  of  the 
vendee  for  the  conveyance  of  the  title.'  But  a  possession  under 
a  purchase,  without  deed  or  payment  of  purchase  money,  can 
not  by  lapse  of  time  ripen  into  a  title.  Possession  is  in  such 
case  possession  of  the  vendor,  and  the  same  as  landlord  and 
tenant.' 

§  3785.  Essential  Allegations  must  be  Specially- 
Pleaded. — ^Adverse  possession,  if  set  up  as  a  defense,  must 
be  specially  pleaded.  But  title  out  of  the  plaintiff  may  be 
shown  under  a  general  denial.^  An  answer  denying  that  de- 
fendant is  in  possession,  or  that  he  unlawfully  withholds  pos- 
session, does  not  raise  the  question  of  adverse  possession,  or 
authorize  a  recovery  for  defendant  on  that  ground.  If  he  seeks 
to  prevail  upon  an  adverse  possession,  or  on  the  ground  that 
the  conveyance  under  which  plaintiff  claims  was  made  pending 
an  adverse  possession,  he  should  in  his  answer  set  up  title  in 
himself  or  out  of  the  plaintiff.^  A  defendant  in  ejectment,  who 
relies  on  the  statute  of  limitations,  need  not  prove  adverse  pos- 
session for  the  five  years  next  preceding  the  commencement  of 
the  action.  His  defense  is  complete  if  he  shows  a  five  years' 
continued  adverse  possession,  although  not  the  five  years  next 
preceding  the  commencement  of  the  suit.'  The  fee  acquired 
by  a  five  years*  possession  continues  till  conveyed  by  the  pos- 
sessor, or  till  lost  by  another  adverse  possession  of  five  years.' 

§  3786.  Possession  as  Tenants  in  Common. — A  party  re- 
lying upon  an  adverse  possession  for  five  years,  of  land  owned 
by  himself  and  the  adverse  party  as  tenants  in  common,  must 
allege,  by  pleading  facts  from  which  it  will  afirmatively  appear, 

that  his  possession  was  of  an  adverse  and  positive  character; 

« 

^  People  y.  Klnmpke,  41  Cal.  264.  Barbi  147,  that  an  answer  of  adverse 
'  Boone  v.  Chiles,  10  Pet.  177.  possession  mast  give  the  name  of  the 
'  Stansbary  v.  Taggart,  3  McLean,  possessor,   and  allege  that    he    had 
457.  title,  and  state  the  facts  which  are 
.    ^  Raynor  y.  Timerson,  46  Barb.  518;  necessary  to  show  the  possession  ad- 
Page  V.    Fowler,  28  Cal.   611;   Mc-  verse.     This  caae  must  oe  regarded  as 
Manns  v.  O'Sullivan,  48  Id.  15.  overruled,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
^  Ford  V.  Sampson,  8  Abb.  Pr.  332;  exclusion  of    evidence  at    the    trial 
S.  C,  30  Barb.  183.  where  there  is  no  such  averment,  in 
*  Moon    V.    Rollins,   36    Cal.   333;  the  case  of  the  adverse  enjoyment  of 
Cannon  v.  Stockmon,  Id.  538.  an  easement,  in  White  v.  Spencer,  14 

T  Cannon  v.  Stockmon,  36  Cal.  5.38.  N.  Y.  247. 
It  was  held  in  Clarke  v.  Hughes,  13 
Ebxbk,  VoZi.  11—43 
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otherwise  his  possession  of  the  land,  though  exclnsive,  will  be 
deemed  to  be  according  to  his  right,  and  in  support  of  the  title 
in  common.^ 

§  3787.  Prescription. — ^To  constitute  a  foundation  for  ad- 
Terse  possession  at  the  common  law,  the  instrument  under  which 
the  occupant  entered  must  purport  in  its  terms  to  transfer  tlie 
title,  and  the  occupant  must  have  entered  under  it  in  good  faith, 
and  with  intention  to  hold  against  all  the  world.*  No  title  to 
public  lands,  mineral  or  otherwise,  will  accrue  to  any  person 
against  the  general  government  by  prescription,  adverse  posses- 
sion, or  estoppel  in  pais}  At  common  law,  an  adverse  pu-*- 
session  of  fifty  years,  though  with  knowledge  of  a  better  title, 
constitutes  a  good  defense  against  that  title.* 

§  3788.  Statute,  how  Construed. — It  is  a  universally  a<*- 
cepted  rule  that  statutes  of  limitations  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued. General  words  in  the  statute  must  receive  a  general 
construction,  and  if  there  be  no  express  exception  the  courts  can 
make  none.'  The  clause  in  the  statute  of  limitations  which  pro- 
vides that  civil  actions  shall  be  commenced  within  certain  peri- 
ods therein  prescribed  ''  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have 
accrued,"  does  not  imply,  in  addition,  the  existence  of  a  person 
legally  competent  to  enforce  it  by  suit.  The  statute  must  run 
in  all  cases  not  therein  expressly  excepted  from  its  operation.' 
An  equitable  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  deed  of  real  estate, 
when  the  effect  would  be  to  restore  the  possession  to  the  de- 
frauded party,  is  an  actipn  for  the  recovery  of  real  estate,  acJ 
governed  by  the  statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  such  actions." 

§  3789.  Statute,  hov7  Pleaded. — There  is  no  technical  rule 
observed  by  the  court  of  chancery  as  to  the  form  of  a  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  A  plea  which  sets  up  an  adverse  posses- 
sion of  forty  years,  while  the  period  required  by  the  statute  of 
the  state  to  bar  a  recover}'-  is  twenty  years,  is  good;  nor  is  it 
necessary  to  make  any  express  reference  to  the  statute  of  the 
state.®  It  must  be  pleaded  at  the  proper  time,  with  no  day  d 
grabe  thereafter."  If  an  action  of  ejectment  is  in  the  name  of 
the  plain tifT  who  has  sold  pending  the  action,  the  defendant  can 

1  Lick  V.  Diaz,  30  Cal.  C5.  ^  City  of  Oakland  v.  Carpentier,  13 

'  Nieto  V.  Carpenter,  21  Cal.  455.  Cal.  540. 

»  Doran  v.  C.  P.  R.  K.  Co.,  24  Cal.  "Harpending  v.   Reformed  Dcua 

245;  Jackson  v.  Porter,  1  Paine,  457.  Church,  16  Pet.  455. 

*  Alexander  v.  Pendleton,  8  Craucli,  '  Cooke  v.  vSpears,  2  Cal,  400;  to  thtf 

402;   Kwing   v.    Burnet,  11  Pet.  41;  samo  effect:  Mceks  v.  Uahn,  20  M- 

aflirming  I  McLean,  260.  620;  and  American  Co.  v.  Bnidionl« 

^  Tynan  v.  Walker,  35  Cal.  634.  27  Id.  360. 

«Id. 


§  3790.  EJECTMENT.  675 

not  plead  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against  the  yendee  of  the 
plaintiff.* 

§  8790.  Title  by  Adverse  Possession. — A  person  in  the 
adverse  possession  of  land  for  five  years,  claiming  to  own  the 
same  exclusive  of  any  other  right,  thereby  acquires  a  fee-simple 
title  to  the  same;  and  if  he  is  then  ousted,  even  by  the  party  hav- 
ing the  paper  title,  he  can  recover  possession  at  any  time  before 
his  right  of  action  is  barred  by  a  five  years*  adverse  possession.' 
The  party  claiming  title  by  virtue  of  five  years*  adverse  posses- 
sion may  give  in  evidence  his  acts  and  declarations  made  or 
done  at  any  time  while  in  possession,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing the  character  in  which  he  claimed.'  Occupancy  for  the 
period  prescribed  by  the  code  of  civil  procedure,  as  sufficient  to 
bar  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  property,  confers  a  title 
thereto  denominated  a  title  by  prescription,  which  is  sufficient 
against  all.*  The  lapse  of  time  limited  by  statute  not  only  bars 
the  remedy,  but  it  extinguishes  the  right,  and  vests  a  perfect 
title  in  the  adverse  holder.^ 

1  Mo68  v.  Shear,  30  Gal.  468.    What  '  Cannon  v.  Stockmon,  36  CaL*  535. 

such  a  plea  should  state  in  ejectment,  *  Gal.  Givil  Code,  sec.  1007. 

see  Sharp  v.  Daugney,  33  Id.   505;  ^Leffingwell  v.  Warren,  2  Black, 

Vassault  v.  Seitz,  31  Id.  225.  605;  Arrington  v.  Liscom,  34  Gal.  381; 

*  Cannon  v.  Stockmon,  36  Gal.  535.  Grimm  v.  Curley,  41  Id.  250. 


SUBDIVISION   SIXTH. 

IN  ACTIONS  CONCERNING  REAL  PROPERTT. 


CHAPTER  I. 

FORECLOSURE  OF  MORTOAGES  AND  LIENS- 

§  8791.    Denial  of  Mortgage  by  Purchaser  fiozn  Xffort- 
gagor. 

Form  No,  910. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  [purchaser]  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  has  no  information  or  belief  sufficient  to  enable  him 
to  answer  the  allegations  in  plaintiff's  complaint  as  to  whether 
the  defendant  [mortgagor]  ever  executed  the  bond  and  mortgage 
described  in  the  complaint,  or  whether  the  defendant  [mort- 
gagee] ever  assigned  said  supposed  bond  and  mortgage  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  whether  he  is  now  the  lawful  owner  or  bolder 
thereof;  and  therefore  this  defendant  denies  that  said  defendant 
[mortgagor]  at  any  time  executed  said  alleged  bond  or  mort- 
gage, and  denies  that  said  defendant  [mortgagee]  at  any  time 
assigned  said  alleged  bond  or  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
denies  that  plaintiff  is  now  the  owner  or  holder  of  said  alleged 
bond  or  mortgage. 

§  3792.  Conditional  Deed. — Where  the  answer,  while  aver- 
ring that  the  deed  was  a  conditional  deed,  admits  that  the  money 
was  received  by  defendant  on  the  understanding  that,  if  the 
money  was  repaid  in  six  months,  with  interest,  plaintiff  was  to 
reconvey,  and  does  not  specifically  deny  that  the  money  was 
loaned,  it  was  held  that  it  virtually  admitted  the  loan.'  The 
allegation  in  the  answer,  that  unless  the  money  was  returned, 
the  property  should  remain  in  the  plaintiff,  does  not  change 
the  nature  of  the  contract.' 

§  3793.  Condition  against  Public  Policy. — ^A  person  who 
conveys  land  upon  an  unlawful  condition  subsequent,  and  then 
purchases  it  back,  and  executes  a  mortgage  for  the  purehase- 

1  Lee  V.  Evans,  8  Cal.  424.  '  Id. 
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money,  can  not  resist  the  enforcement  of  the  mortgage  on  the 
ground  that  the  condition  subsequent  was  against  public  policy, 
or  that  there  was  a  want  of  consideration.' 

§  3794.  Denial  of  Condition. — In  a  foreclosure  action,  the 
complaint  set  forth  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and  alleged  that 
the  mortgage  was  executed  ''with  the  same  conditions  as  the 
bond."  The  answer  denied  that  the  mortgage  contained  the 
condition,  repeating  it  as  stated  in  the  complaint:  it  was  held 
insufficient  on  demurrer.  It  was  not  a  denial  that  the  mortgage 
contained,  by  reference  to  the  bdnd  or  otherwise,  substantially 
the  same  condition.  To  raise  that  issue,  the  defendant  should 
have  denied  the  deeds,  or  set  forth  the  condition  of  the  mort- 
gage in  hcec  verba,  that  the  court  might  see  what  it  was.' 

§  3795.  Denial  of  Delivery. — ^Although  an  answer  denies 
the  delivery  of  a  bond  and  mortgage,  still  their  possession  by 
plaintiff  is  evidence  of  delivery.' 

§  379G.  Disclaimer. — In  a  foreclosure  action,  a  defendant 
who  is  not  alleged  to  be  personally  liable,  and  who  disclaims  all 
interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  can  not  demand  a  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  on  a  note,  a  bond,  or  a  covenant.* 

§  3797.  Duress  of  Wife.— The  execution  by  the  wife  of  a 
mortgage,  under  compulsion  and  undue  influence  of  her  hus- 
band, does  not  render  the  mortgage  void,  but  only  voidable; 
and  if  the  mortgage  is  given  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt,  and 
the  mortgagee  has  no  notice  of  such  compulsion  and  undue  in- 
fluence, the  mortgage  can  not  be  avoided  on  that  ground.* 

§  3798.  Estpopel. — A  mortgagor  who  mortgages  in  fee  is 
estopped  from  denying  that  the  estate  mortgaged  was  other  or 
less  than  an  estate  in  fee  simple.' 

§  3799.  Failure  of  Title. — An  answer  in  a  foreclosure  suit 
which  alleges  that  the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  the  purchase 
money  of  said  real  estate,  and  that  the  property  was  conveyed 
by  warranty  deed,  with  covenants,  etc.,  by  the  mortgagee  to  the 
mortgagor,  and  that  the  former  had  previously  granted  a  right 
of  way  to  a  railroad  over  a  part  of  the  land,  but  not  showing  that 
the  defendant  had  been  evicted  or  suffered  any  damage  or  incon- 
venience on  account  of  such  right  of  way,  is  bad  on  demurrer.^ 

§  3800.    Former  Judgment. — A  judgment  that  the  mort- 

*  Patterson  v.  Donner,  48  Cal.  369.        *  Conn.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCormick, 
»  Dimon  v.  Dunn,  15  N.  Y.  498.  4o  Cal.  680. 

» Blankman  v.  Vallejo,  15  Cal.  6:i8.         •  Vallejo  Land  Ass.   v.  Viera,   48 

*  National  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  McKay,     Cal.  672. 

21  N.  Y.  191;  compare  Agate  v.  King,        ^  GUimian  v.  Snow,  51  Ind.  305, 
17  Abb.  Pr.  159. 
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gage  is  not  paid  ofif  is  not  conclusive  in  another  suit  as  to  the 
amount  remaining  due.*  Judgment  of  foreclosure,  entered  oa 
Btipulation,  as  \vithout  prejudice  to  claim  of  paramount  adverse 
title  on  part  of  defendant,  is  no  bar  to  his  subsequent  asserticn 
of  claim  so  reserved.'  Omission  to  set  up  a  prior  judgment  liea, 
in  defense  to  foreclosure  of  one  encumbrance,  is  no  bar  to  set- 
ting it  up  as  a  defense  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  another  on  the  same 
property.' 

§  3801.  Fraudulent  Mortgage. — A  mortgage  frandukntlT 
given  for  a  sum  greater  than  is  due,  and  not  in  good  faith,  as  a 
pretended  security  for  future  advances,  is  fraudulent  in  law  as 
to  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor.^  E.  made  a  usurious  mort- 
gage to  v.,  who  foreclosed  and  sold  to  an  innocent  third 
party  under  a  power  of  sale:  it  was  held  that  E.  could  not  set 
up  the  usury  against  the  purchaser.*  Where  the  defendant 
pleaded  non  est  factum  and  usury,  it  was  held  no  defense  in 
foreclosure  by  scire  facias^ 

§  3802.  Homestead. — ^If  husband  and  wife  own  a  tzact  of 
land,  part  of  which  is  claimed  as  a  homestead,  and  both  execate 
a  mortgage  on  the  whole  tract  to  secure  a  debt,  and  the  Lushand 
afterwards  executes  a  mortgage  upon  the  part  not  covered  bj 
the  homestead  to  secure  his  debt,  and  the  first  mortgage  f orecloseSi 
making  the  other  mortgagee  a  party,  the  second  mortgagee  can 
not  insist  that  the  homestead  be  sold,  but  the  decree  should  direct 
the  part  not  covered  by  the  homestead  to  be  first  sold,  and  if 
the  proceeds  satisfy  the  first  mortgage,  that  the  homestead  be 
reserved  from  sale.  The  second  mortgagee  must  rely  on  the  sur- 
plus, if  any,  arising  from  the  part  not  covered  by  the  homestead. 

§  3803.  Husband  and  Wife.— In  a  foreclosure  suit  on  a 
note  and  mortgage  of  the  homestead  executed  by  husband  and 
wife,  the  wife  alone  answered,  but  did  not  verify  her  answer. 
On  suit  brought  to  vacate  the  decree  rendered  in  the  foreclosore 
suit,  the  wife  having  been  served  with  process,  can  not  complain 
,  that  her  answer  was  not  verified.  And  her  failure,  by  eicnaabie 
negligence,  to  make  defense  to  the  foreclosure,  is  no  ground  to 
vacate  the  decree,  if  it  be  shown  that  in  fact  she  had  no  defense. 

§  3804.    Insolvency. — ^A  mortgagee  may  enforce  his  mortr 
gage  as  against  the  land,  notwithstanding  the  personal  liAhilirr 

1  Campbell  v.  Gonsalus,  40  Barb.  509.  ^  McLaughlin  v.  Hart,  46  Ol.  ^: 

*  Lee  V.  Parker,  43  Barb.  61 1.  see  also  Barber  v.  Babel,  36  Id.  H.  ** 

»  Frost  V.  Koon,  30  N.  Y.  428.  to  effect  of  renewal  by  hnBband  oa 

«  TuUy  V.  Harloe,  35  Cal.  302.  statute  of  limitations. 

»  EUiott  V.  Wood,  53  Barb.  285.  »  Pfeiffer  v.  Riehn,  13  CsL  60. 
«  Pamp  V.  Small,  44  lU.  37. 
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of  the  mortgagor  for  the  debt  may  be  barred  by  a  discharge  in 
insolvency.* 

§  3805.  liiteral  and  Conjunctive  Denials. — ^Where  the 
bond  in  the  complaint  answers  to  the  description  of  the  bond 
offered  in  evidence,  and  as  the  complaint  avers  that  the  mortgage 
was  given  to  secure  this  bond,  the  denials  in  the  answer  being 
literal  and  conjunctive,  the  execution  of  the  bond  and  mortgage 
was  held  to  be  admitted  by  the  answer,  as  also  that  the  mortgage 
was  given  to  secure  the  debt  evidenced  by  the  bond.' 

§  3806.  Mechanics''  Liens. — A  formal  objection  to  a  me- 
chanic's claim  should  be  raised  by  demurrer,  or  by  motion  to 
strike  it  off.'  The  formal  validity  of  a  mechanic's  lien  is  not 
put  in  issue  by  a  plea  of  payment;  and  hence,  under  such  plea, 
the  claim  may  be  read  to  the  jury  as  an  admitted  cause  of  action 
and  may  be  sent  out  with  them.*  On  February  6,  1867,  a  lien 
law  was  approved  and  went  into  effect:  it  was  held  that  no  lien 
could  attach  for  work  done  before  February  7th.* 

§  3807.  Pre-emption  Claim. — If  a  person  residing  on  pub- 
lic land  subject  to  pre-emption  execute  a  mortgage  thereon, 
and  then  sells  the  land  to  another,  who  takes  possession  and 
afterwards  pre-empts  the  land  and  obtains  title  from  the  United 
States,  the  mortgage  can  not  be  enforced  against  the  title  thus 
acquired  from  the  United  States,  because  the  person  holding 
such  title  did  not  acquire  it  through  the  mortgagor.*  But  the 
*  case  is  otherwise  with  a  title  subsequently  acquired  by  the  mort- 
gagor, even  though  he  may  have  conveyed  it  to  a  third  person.^ 
§  3808.  Remedy  at  loLvr. — To  a  bill  for  forclosure,  averring 
that  no  proceedings  at  law  have  been  had,  a  plea  that  the  com- 
plainant, before  bill  filed,  had  recovered  a  judgment  for  the  debt 
is  good.  It  is  not  necessary  to  add  that  the  complainant  had 
not  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law." 

§  3809.  Sale  of  Part. — If  a  mortgage  is  given  on  two  pieces 
of  land,  and  the  mortgagee  enforces  it  against  and  sells  only 
one  piece,  he  thereby  waives  the  mortgage  lien  on  the  other 
piece;  and  if  the  land  sold  fails  to  bring  the  amount  due  and 
costs,  and  a  judgment  is  docketed  for  the  deficiency,  the  mort- 
gagor can  not  complain.' 

§  3810.  Signature  of  Guardian. — ^In  proceedings  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  against  a  minor's  real  estate,  the  fact  that  the 

'  Christy  V.  Dana,  42  Cal.  174.  •  Bull  v.  Shaw,  48  Cal.  455. 

*  Blankman  v.  V^allejo,  15  Cal.  638.  »  Christy  v.  Dana,  42  Cal.  174. 
"Lybrandtv.  Eberiy,36Pa.  St.347.  *  North  River  Bank  v.  Rogers,  8 

*  Id.  Paige,  648. 

^  Hunter  V.  The  Savage  ConsoLSilv.        *  Maacarel  v.  Raffoar,  51  CaL  242, 
Mln.  Co.,  4  Nev.  153. 
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note  and  mortgage  are  not  executed  by  signing  the  name  of  the 
minor  thereto,  but  by  signing  the  name  of  the  gxiardian  u 
such,  is  no  defense.' 

§  3811.    Statute  of  Limitations,  Who  may  Plead.— The 
statute  of  limitations  requires  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
to  be  commenced  within  four  years  from  the  time  when  the  cause 
of  action  accrued,  and  the  statute  commences  to  ran  from  the 
time  the  note  is  due.'    Where  money  is  loaned  without  note  or 
writing,  and  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  its  repayment,  though 
the  statute  of  limitations  may  run  against  the  debt  in  two  years, 
it  does  not  bar  an  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  in  less  than 
four  years.'    In  an  action  to  recover  judgment  for  the  amount  of 
the  debt  secured  by  mortgage  on  real  estate,  and  also  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage,  the  grantees  of  the  mortgagor,  purchasers  subse- 
quent to  the  execution  of  ihe  mortgage,  have  a  right  to  plead  the 
statute  of  limitations  as  to  that  part  of  the  claim  of  plaintiff  which 
asks  for  a  decree  foreclosing  the  mortgage,  and  a  -sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises.*    A  party  who,  subsequent  to  the  execution 
of  a  mortgage,  purchases  the  property  from  the  mortgagor,  may 
avail  himself  of  the  statute  of  limitations  as  a  defense  to  an  Ac- 
tion for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  commenced  after  the 
statute  has  run  against  the  debt  secured.^ 

§  3812.  Tax  Title.— Where  a  party  made  defendant  in  a 
foreclosure  suit,  as  claiming  some  interest  in  the  land,  sets  up, 
as  a  full  defense,  a  tax  title,  he  can  not  object  afterward  that 
equity  has  no  jurisdiction  over  tax  titles.' 

§  3813.  Tender. — A  tender  of  the  amount  due  on  a  debt  se- 
cured by  mortgage,  made  after  the  debt  falls  due,  does  not  re- 
lease the  lien  of  the  mortgage.^ 

/  §  3814.  Title  Acquired  after  Mortgage — If  a  person  mort- 
gages public  land  upon  which  he  is  residing,  and  afterwards  ob- 
tains a  patent  to  the  same  from  the  United  States  and  then  sells, 
the  title  acquired  by  the  patent  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  the  mortgage  may  be  enforced  against  the  sub- 
sequent purchaser.' 

§  3815.    Vendor's  Uen. — ^An  answer  in  an  action  to  enforce 

1  Trutch  V.  Bunnell,  5  Or.  504.  *  Grattan  v.  Wiggins,  23  Cal.  16. 

»  Belloc  V.  Davis,  38  Cal.  242.     Of        *  McCarthy  v.  White,  21  Cil  ^^i 

the  method  of  pleading  the  statute  of  Low  ▼.  Allen,  26  Id.   141;  Lent  v. 

limitations,  in  an  action  brought  to  Shear,  Id.  361. 
obtain  redemption  of  mortgaged  prem-        *  KeUey  v.  Abbott,  13  Cal.  6W.  ^ 
isea,  see  Fogal  v.  Pirro,  10  Bosw.  100;        ^  Himmolmunu   v.  Fitzpatrick,  oO 

S.  C,  17  Abb.  Pr.  113.  Cal.  650. 

»  Cookes   V.    Culbertson,    9   Nev.        »  Christy  v.  Dana,  42  CaL  174.  *»* 

199.  see  Bull  v.  Shaw,  48  Id.  455. 


§  3820.        FORECLOSURE  OF  MORTGAGES  AND  LIENS.  (}81 

a  vendor's  lien,  which  set  up  a  homestead  exemption,  is  .  de- 
ir.urrable  when  it  does  not  contain  such  a  statement  of  facts  that 
the  court  can  determine  whether  the  homestead  right  existed  or 
not.* 

§  3816.    Denial  of  Notice. 

Form  No,  911, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  plaintiff  did  not  cause  his  said  mortgage  to  be  recorded 
as  alleged,  or  at  all,  and  that  this  defendant  had  no  notice,  act- 
ual or  constructive,  of  the  existence  of  plaintiff's  said  mort- 
gage, at  or  before  the  time  this  defendant  took  his  said  [convey- 
ance or  encumbrance]. 

§  3817.    Mortgage  not  Assigned. 

F(yrm  No,  912, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 
That  the  said did  not,  by  deed  duly  executed,  con- 
vey all  his  right  or  title,  as  such  mortgagee,  in  and  to  the  said 
premises,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintiff  hath  in  his 
said  complaint  alleged,  or  at  all. 
§  3818.    Non-joinder  of  Assignee  of  the  Mortgagor. 

Form  No,  913, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges : 

That  after  the  execution  of  said  mortgage  in  the  complaint 

described  and  on  the  day  of  ,  18. . ,  he,  by 

deed  duly  executed,  conveyed  said  mortgaged  premises  in  fee  to 
one  E.  S.,  who  is  now  living  and  still  holds  said  title. 
§  3819.    No  Equitable  Assignment. 

Form  No,  914, 

[TlTLE.1 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 
That  the  said  A.  B.  did  not  assign  or  transfer  to  the  said  de- 
fendant the  note  in  said  mortgage  mentioned,  or  the  money  due 
thereon,  in  manner  or  form  as  the  said  plaintiff  hath  in  his  said 
complaint  alleged,  or  in  any  manner,  or  at  all. 
§  3820.    Equity  of  Redemption  not  Assigned. 

Form  No,  915, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  the  said  A.  B.  did  convey  his  equity  of  redemption,  in 
and  to  the  said  premises  in  said  complaint  described,  in  manner 
or  form  as  the  said  plaintiff  hath  in  his  said  complaint  alleged, 
or  in  any  manner,  or  at  all. 

»  Pratt  V.  Delevan,  17  Iowa,  307. 
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§  3821.    Answer — Setting  up  a  Judgment. 

Form  No,  916, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  the day  of 18. ., 

did  recover,  in  the  [state  the  court],  in  and  for  the  county  of 

aforesaid,  a  judgment  against  the  said  A.  B.,  for  the 

sum  of dollars,  his  debt,  and dollars,  his  costs 

in  said  action. 

II.  That  the  said  judgment  is  in  full  force  in  law,  and  wholly 
due  and  unpaid,  and  is  and  has  been  a  subsisting  lien  on  said 
premises  from  the  said day  of ,  18. . . 


CHAPTER    n. 

NUISANCES. 

§3822.    Denial  of  Plaintiff's  Title. 

Form  No,  917, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  plaintiff  was  not,  is  not  now,  and  never  was 
possessed  of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

§  3823.    Denial  of  Nuisance. 

Form  No.  918. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  defendant's  premises  have  not  been  used  as  a 
slaughter-house,  either  as  alleged  or  otherwise.  Or:  That 
defendant  did  not  erect  said  [dam],  as  alleged,  or  otherwise,  or 
at  all. 

§  3824.  Diversion  of  Water. — In  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  the  diversion  of  water  of  a  stream  from  plaintiff's 
mills,  an  averment  as  to  the  precise  quantity  of  water  required 
for  the  use  of  the  mills,  and  to  which  plaintiffs  claim  to  be 
entiUed,  is  an  immaterial  averment;  and  a  recovery  of  damages 
would  not  establish  plaintiff's  right  to  the  exact  quantity  of 
water  claimed,  so  as  to  be  res  adjudwata  in  a  subsequent  soit.^ 

§  3825.  Irrelevant  Allegations. — In  an  action  to  abate  a 
nuisance  caused  by  running  a  ditch  for  the  conveyance  of  water 
across  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  set  up,  in  ansirer, 

1  McDonald  v.  Bear  River  and  Auburn  W.  and  M.  Co.,  15  CaL  145. 
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that  it  was  mineral  land  belonging  to  the  United  States,  and 
that  the  ditch  was  for  mining  purposes.  Such  allegations  are 
irrelevant,  and  constitute  no  defense.' 

§  3826.  Issues  Raised. — If  the  plaintiff  sues  to  recover 
damages  for  flowing  sand  and  sediment  upon  land  averred  in 
the  complaint  to  be  his,  and  the  answer  denies  that  plaintiff 
owns  the  land,  and  that  defendant  wrongfully  flowed  the  sand  ^ 
and  sediment  upon  the  land,  without  denying  that  he  caused 
the  same  to  flow  upon  the  land,  it  does  not  admit  that  defend- 
ant caused  such  material  to  flow  upon  the  plaintiff's  land.^  In 
such  case,  the  plaintiff's  ownership  of  the  land  is  put  in  issue.' 

§  3827.  Obstructing  a  Public  High^way.— In  the  case  of 
a  commissioner  suing  the  owner  of  the  land  for  obstructing  a 
public  highway,  it  is  the  undoubted  right  of  the  defendant  to 
question  the  legal  existence  of  the  highway.  Such  a  right, 
however,  can  not  be  asserted  by  him  in  any  case  in  a  justice's 
court.  When  called  upon  to  plead,  if  he  only  intends  to  deny 
the  fact  that  he  placed  the  obstruction  in  the  road,  he  may  rely 
upon  a  general  denial  of  the  complaint.  If  he  wishes  to  justify 
upon  the  ground  that  he  had  the  right  to  put  the  fence  across 
it  as  owner  of  the  land,  he  must  allege  that  he  is  such  owner; 
and  this  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  question  of  title  in  a  justice's 
court,  for  such  an  answer  can  mean  nothing  unless  the  defend- 
ant intends  to  question  the  public  right  of  way  over  his  land.* 

§  3828.  Want  of  Care. — The  want  of  reasonable  care  on 
the  part  of  another,  who  is  injured  by  the  breaking,  can  not  be 
set  up  in  defense  to  an  action  for  damages  for  the  injuries  thus 
suffered  in  the  breaking  of  defendant's  dam.^ 

*  Weimer  v.  Lowery,  11  Cal.  104.        *  Little  v.  Denn.  34  N.  Y.  452. 

*  Wood  ▼.  Richardsoo,  35  Cal.  149.        ^  Fraler  v.  Sears  Union  Water  Co., 
» Id.  12  CaL  555 
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CHAPTER  III. 

PARTITION. 

§  3829.    Pendency  of  Action  to  Dissolve  Partnership. 

Form  No.  919, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  premises  of  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  partition  were 
purchased  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  partners,  with  part- 
nership funds,  and  for  partnership  purposes  in  carrying  on  and 
conducting  the  business  of  [hardware  merchants]  as  such  part- 
ners, and  the  same  is  still  so  used  for  said  purpose.     And  that 

prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the 

day  of 9  18 . . ,  this  defendant  commenced  an  action  in 

the  court,  against  the  plaintiff  for  a  dissolution  of 

said  partnership  and  an  accounting,  and  wh^ch  said  action  and 
accounting  involve  the  real  property  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  which  said  action  is  still  pending  and  undeter- 
mined.* 

§  3830.  Answer,  What  to  Contain.  —  The  defendants, 
who  have  been  personally  served  with  the  summons  and  a  copy 
of  the  complaint,  6r  who  have  appeared  without  such  serrice, 
must  set  forth  in  their  answer,  fully  and  particularly,  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  their  interest  in  the  property;  and  if  such 
defendants  claim  a  lien  upon  the  property,  by  mortgage,  judg- 
ment, or  otherwise,  they  shall  state  the  original  amount  and 
date  of  the  same,  and  the  amount  remaining  due  thereon,  and 
whether  the  amount  has  been  secured  in  any  other  way  or  not; 
and  if  secured,  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  security,  or  thej 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  waived  their  right  to  such  lien.' 

§  3831.  Disclaimer. — In  an  action  of  partition  a  defendant 
can  not  claim  that  the  action  be  dismissed  as  to  him,  on  the 
ground  that  his  answer  disclaims  any  interest  in  the  land  unless 
he  has  made  the  disclaimer  in  absolute  and  unconditional  terms.' 
A  defendant  in  partition  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  action  dis- 
missed by  reason  of  the  force  and  effect  of  any  defense  which 
he  may  set  up  in  his  answer.* 

§  3832.  Infant. — Guardians  ad  litem,  appointed  to  represent 
an  infant  in  a  case  of  partition,  have  power  to  defend  for  the 

^  For  a  fuller  form,  see  Dan  vers  v.        •  De  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27  GJ. 
Dorrity,  14  Abb.  Pr.  206.  331* 

«  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  758.  *  Id. 
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infant  solely  against  the  claim  set  up  for  partition  of  the  com- 
mon estate.*  The  proceeding  for  partition  is  a  special  proceed- 
ing, and  the  statute  prescribes  its  course  and  effect;  and  though 
after  jurisdiction  has  attached,  errors  in  the  course  of  the  cause 
can  not  be  collaterally  shown  to  impeach  a  judgment,  yet,  so 
far  at  least  as  the  rights  of  infants  are  involved,  the  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  except  over  the  matter  of  partition.* 


CHAPTER  IV. 

QUIETING     TITLE. 

§  3833.  Answer  Containing  Special  Denial,  Plea  of 
Statute  of  Limitations,  and  Cross-complaint  for  Quieting 
Title. 

Form  No,  980, 
[TrrLE.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

First.  For  a  first  defense  [deny  specially  each  allegation]. 

Second.  And  for  a  further  and  separate  answer  and  defense : 

I.  The  defendant  alleges  that  the  said  plaintiffs  claim  that 
they  are  owners  of  said  lots  of  land  and  premises  in  complaint 
and  hereinafter  described,  and  claim  title  thereto  as  heirs  and 
devisees  of  deceased. 

n.  That  said  E.  P. ,  in  his  life-time,  to  wit,  in  the  month  of 

, ,  18 . . ,  conveyed,  by  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,  to 

defendant's  predecessors  or  grantors,  in  fee,  the  lots  or  tracts  of 
land  hereinafter  described,  and  that  after  the  making  and  deliv- 
ery of  said  deed,  said  E.  P.  never  had,  nor  have  the  plaintiffs  or 
any  of  them  since  had,  nor  have  tbey  now,  either  as  heirs  or 
devisees  of  said  E.  P.  or  otherwise,  any  right,  title,  or  interest 
in  or  to  the  said  lands,  or  any  part  thereof. 

III.  That  the  said  deeds  so  duly  executed  by  said  E.  P., 
whereby  the  title  of  said  E.  P.  to  said  lots  of  land  was  vested  in 
this  defendant's  predecessors  or  grantors  aforesaid,  were  never 
recorded  or  filed  for  record,  and  were  destroyed  by  fire  on  or 
about  the day  of ,  18 . . 

Third.  And  for  a  further  and  separate  answer  and  defense: 

The  defendant  alleges  that  he  has  been  in  the  quiet  and 
peaceable  possession  of  the  pieces  or  lots  of  land  hereinafter 
described,  holding  and  claiming  the  same  adversely  to  the  said 
plaintiffs,  and  adversely  to  all  other  persons,  for  more  than  five 

^  Waterman  v.  Lawrence,  10  Cal.  210.  '  Id. 
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years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit;  and  that  neither 
the  plaintiffs  nor  any  of  them,  or  either  of  their  ancestors  or  an- 
cestor, predecessors  or  grantors,  was  or  were  seised  or  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  lots  of  land,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  portion 
of  the  same,  within  five  years  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action.  ^ 

Fourth.  And  for  a  cross-complaint,  the  defendant  alleges: 

I.  That  he  is  now,  and  was  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
and  for  more  than  five  years  before  that  time,  and  from  thence 
up  to  that  time  had  been,  in  the  quiet  and  peaceable  possession 
and  occupancy  of  all  those  certain  lots  or  pieces  of  land  sitnate, 

lying,  and  being  in  the  city  and  county  of ,  being 

the  same  lots  in  the  complaint  described,  and  bounded  and 
described  as  follows,  to  wit  [give  description  of  land]. 

n.  That  the  said  plaintiffs  have  not,  nor  have  either  or  any 
of  them,  any  right,  title,  interest,  or  right  of  possession  in  or 
to  the  said  described  premises,  or  any  part  thereof;  that  the 
said  plaintiffs  claim  to  have  some  right,  title,  interest,  or  right 
of  possession  in  or  to  the  said  above-described  pieces  and  lots 
of  land  adverse  to  defendant,  and  claim  that  they  are  owners 
thereof,  and  claim  title  thereto,  as  heirs  and  devisees  of  R.  P., 
deceased,  as  hereinbefore,  to  wit,  in  tiie  second  averment  of 
the  answer  herein,  is  set  out. 

III.  That  said  R.  P.  duly  conveyed  to  defendant's  predeces- 
sors or  grantors,  in  fee,  the  lots  or  tracts  of  land  hereinbefore 
described,  as  in  the  second  averment  of  said  answer  set  out, 
and  defendant  alleges  that  the  said  claim  of  the  said  plaintiff 
to  said  lots  of  land,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  against  the  rights  of 
this  defendant,  and  is  without  foundation,  and  is  a  doud  upon 
defendant's  title  to  said  land  and  premises. 

Wherefore  defendant  prays  that  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  every 
one  of  them,  be  adjudged  to  produce  and  bring  forward  any 
and  all  claims  which  they  or  either  of  them  have  or  make  upon 
the  above-described  lots,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the  same 
^O'Jf  hy  the  decree  of  this  court,  be  declared  invalid,  and  of  no 
effect,  and  that  the  said  plaintiffs  be  perpetually  restrained  and 
enjoined  from  setting  up  or  making  any  claim  to  or  upon  the 
said  premises;  and  that  all  such  claims  be  quieted;  and  that 
this  defendant  be  declared  and  adjudged  the  owner  and  of 
right  in  the  possession  of  the  said  premises,  and  every  part 
thereof,  against  any  claim  of  the  said  plaintiffs,  or  any  of  them; 
and  that  plaintiffs  be  adjudged  to  execute  to  this  defendant  a 
deed  for  said  lots  hereinbefore  described,  and  in  default  so  to 
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do  that  a  commissioner  be  appointed  by  this  honorable  court 
for  that  purpose;  and  for  such  other  or  further  order,  decree, 
or  judgment  as  may  be  just  and  equitable  to  defendant. 

§  3834.  Equal  Equities. — ^Where,  in  an  action  to  quiet 
title  to  land,  both  parties  show  an  equal  equity,  but  one  has  also 
the  legal  title,  he  who  has  the  legal  title  must  prevail.^ 

§  3835.  Insufficient  Deflbuse. — Where  the  defendant,  in  an 
action  to  quiet  title  to  a  mining  claim  on  the  public  lands,  set 
up  in  a  supplemental  answer  both  abandonment  and  forfeiture 
by  the  plaintiffs  of  their  asserted  title  and  possession  to  said 
claim  after  suit  commenced,  but  failed  to  set  up  any  subsequently 
acquired  rights  therein  by  defendants,  it  was  held  that  said  mat- 
ters were  unavailing  to  defendant  as  defenses  to  the  action.' 

§  3836.  Parties.— The  plaintiff  filed  her  bill  to  remove  a 
cloud  upon  her  title  to  land,  created  by  her  husband's  deed  to 
one  of  the  defendants,  and  she  joined  in  the  bill  three  other 
defendants,  one  of  whom  had  bought  a  portion  of  the  land  from 
the  plaintiff  and  her  husband,  and  two  of  whom  held  a  mort- 
gage upon  the  property  executed  by  them :  it  was  held  that  the 
latter  were  unnecessary  parties,  as  the  grantee  in  the  deed  and 
those  claiming  under  him  were  the  only  parties  necessary  to  the 
complete  adjudication  of  the  case.' 

§  3887.  Possession. — If  the  answer  in  an  action  to  quiet  title 
admil^  plaintiff's  ownership  in  fee  simple  and  possession,  the 
rightfulness  of  the  possession  follows  the  admission,  and  even 
if  plaintiff  went  into  possession  by  leave  of  defendant's  tenant, 
he  is  not  estopped  from  denying  defendant's  title.*  If  a  com- 
plaint to  quiet  title  avers  plaintiff's  possession,  and  the  answer 
admits  the  averment,  this  admission  is  not  avoided  by  a  special 
averment  that  plaintiff  obtained  possession  by  collusion  with 
defendant's  tenant.^  In  an  action  to  determine  an  adverse  claim, 
the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  actual  possession  of  the  premises,  must  be  dis- 
tinctly taken  by  the  answer,  and  before  going  to  trial  on  the 
merits,  or  it  vnll  be  waived.' 
§  3838.    Disclaimer. 

Form  No.  921. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  he  disclaims  all  right,  title,  and  claim  to  any  estate  of 
inheritance  or  of  freehold  in  the  premises  described. 

»Maina  v.  Elliott,  51-  Cal.  8.  *Reed  v.  Calderwood,  32  Cal.  109. 

« Pralus  V.  Pacific  G.  and  S.  M.  Co.,  *  Id. 

35  Cal.  30.  « Jones  v.  Collins,  16  Wis.  594. 
3  Peralta  v.  Simon,  5  Cal.  313. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

WASTE. 

§  3839.    Denial  of  Waste. 

Form  No.  9S2. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  defendant  is  not  guilty  of  the  waste  and  destmctioii 
aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintiff  hath  in  his 
said  complaint  alleged,  or  in  any  manner,  or  at  all. 

II.  That  defendant  does  not  hold  the  said  premises  under 
and  as  tenant  to  the  said  plaintiff,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
plaintiff  in  his  complaint  hath  alleged,  or  at  all. 

m.  That  the  said did  not  demise  the  said  premises 

to  the  said ,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintif 

hath  in  his  said  complaint  alleged,  or  in  any  manner,  or  at  alL 


SUBDIVISION"  SEVENTH. 
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CHAPTER  L 
creditor's  action. 


§  8840.    Spedfio  Denials. 

Form  No,  9£3. 
[Title.]     »  , 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  there  is  no  record  remaining  in  said  court  of  such 
recovery  as  the  plaintiff  has  alleged. 

n.  That  the  said  A.  B.  has  goods  and  chattels,  lands,  and 
tenements,  liable  to  execution  for  the  satisfaction  of  money  due 
on  the  said  judgment. 

m.  That  the  said  A.  B.  has  no  goods  or  chattels  or  effects 
of  the  said  plaintiff  in  hands. 

§  3841.  Denial  of  Assignment. — ^An  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  assignment  was  made  with  the  intent  to  hinder, 
delay,  and  defraud  creditors  is  suf&ciently  put  in  issue  by  a 
denial  that  the  assignment  was  made  with  intent  to  hinder  and. 
defraud  creditors.^ 

§  3842.    Denial  that  Conveyance  -was  Fraudulent. 

Farm  No,  924. 
That  upon  the  making  of  the  alleged  assignment  [or  mort- 
gage] there  was  an  actual  and  continued  change  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  assigned  [or  mortgaged]  property  from  the  saidi 
[debtor!  to  the  [transferees],  who,  immediately  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  assignment  [or  mortgage],  took  actual  and  exclusive 
possession  of  the  property;  and  that  it  has  at  all  times  since  the 
assignment  [or  mortgage]  remained  in  their  exclusive  protection 
and  control.' 

^  Road  ▼.  Worthixigton,  0  Boew.  617. 
*  See  Churchill  v.  Bennett,  8  How.  Pr.  309. 
Vol.  n— 44 
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§  3843.    Denial  of  Possession  of  Assets. 

Form  Ko.  925, 

That  be  had  not,  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  nor  has 
he  had  at  any  time  since,  property  of  the  defendant  [debtor]  in 
his  possession  or  under  his  control,  as  alleged,  or  at  all,  or  in 
any  manner. 

§  3844.    Denial  of  Execution. 

Form  No.  926, 

That  no  execution  upon  the  said  judgment  was  ever  retomed 
unsatisfied  in  -whole  or  in  part  [or  was  ever  issued  to  the  said 

1  before  this  action. 

§  3845.    Denial  of  Judgment. 

Form  No.  927. 
That  there  is  no  record  of  the  said  judgment.* 
§  3846.    Defendant  has  Assets. 

Form  No.  928. 

That  the  defendant  [judgment  debtor]  has,  and  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  had,  real  property  [or  personal  prop- 
erty, or  both]  in  the  county  of ,  in  this  state,  liable  to 

execution,  and  sufficient  in  value  to  satisfy  said  judgment,  to 
wit  [designating  what]. 

§  3847.  Relief  by  Motion. — ^A  complaint  in  an  action  to 
set  aside  a  judgment,  which  contains  no  averment  showing  that 
relief  could  not  have  been  obtained  on  motion,  may  be  demur- 
rable, but  if  defendant  fails  to  demur,  and  answers  on  the 
merits,  and  the  facts  supplying  the  defect  appear  in  the  record, 
the  objection  is  waived.* 

§  3848.    Bona  Fide  Purchaser. 

Form  No.  929. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  his  action  aforesaid; 

because  he  avers  that  the  said  defendant  did,  on  the 

day  of 9  18 . . ,  buy  of  the  said the  said  lands 

and  tenements,  bona  Jide,  for  the  consideration  of dol- 
lars, he,  the  said ,  being  then  seised  in  fee,  and  in 

possession  thereof  [here  state  how  and  when  paid,  and  if  notes 
were  given,  aver  the  giving  of  them],  and  without  any  fraud  or 

intent  to  hinder  or  delay  or  defraud  the  said ,  or  the 

other  creditors  of  the  said  ... ,  and  without  any  knowl- 
edge, information,  or  belief,  at  that  time  or  previous  thereto, 

that  the  said sold  the  said  premises  with  the  intent 

charged  in  the  said  complaint. 

1  Chitt  Forias,  108.  *  Bibend  v.  Kreutz,  20  CaL  100. 
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• 

§  3849.  Conditional  Sale. — Where,  on  sale  of  personal 
property  the  right  to  receive  payment  before  delivery  is  waived 
by  the  seller,  and  immediate  possession  is  given  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  yet,  by  express  agreement,  the  title  is  to  remain  in 
the  seller  until  the  payment  of  the  price  upon  a  fixed  day,  such 
payment  is  strictly  a  condition  precedent,  and,  until  perform- 
ance, the  right  of  property  is  not  vested  in  the  purchaser.*  A 
second  vendee  is  not  entitled  to  stand  in  any  better  situation 
than  his  vendor,  in  regard  to  the  title  of  personal  property, 
other  than  negotiable  instruments,  and  whatever  comes  under 
the  general  naming  of  currency.  Whether  a  further  exception 
to  the  rule  exists  in  favor  of  bona  fide  purchases  from  the  pur- 
chaser at  a  conditional  sale  is  not  decided.' 

§  3850.    Essential  Averments— Denial  of  Notiee.— The 
strict  rule  applied  in  chancery  required  that  a  party  claiming 
as  a  bona  fide  purchaser,   without  notice,  must  deny  notice 
positively,  and  not  evasively,  though  it  were  not  charged  in  the 
bill,  and  every  fact  from  which  notice  might  be  inferred.'    Thus 
where  a  party  desires  in  his  plea  or  answer  to  claim  that  he  was 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  he  should 
state  the  deed  of  purchase,  with  the  date,  parties,  and  contents, 
briefly;  that  the  vendor  was  seised  in  fee,  and  in  possession; 
the  consideration,  with  a  distinct  averment  that  it  was  bona  fide 
and  truly  paid,  independently  of  the  recital  in  the  deed;  and 
how  the  grantor  acquired  title.     Notice  should  be  denied  pre- 
vious to  and  down  to  the  time  of  paying  the  money,  and  the 
delivery  of  the  deed.*    In  a  plea  of  purchase  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, without  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  it  is  necessary 
to  aver  that  the  person  who  conveyed  was  seised,  or  pretended 
to  be  seised,  at  the  time  when  he  executed  the  purchase  deeds. ^ 
A  plea  denying  notice  **  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  charged  " 
was  evasive  and  insufficient,  but  was  cured  by  a  subsequent 
averment  that  the  defendant  was  without  notice  ''  of  the  matters 
alleged,  or  any  of  them."  •    The  defendant  must  aver  and  prove, 
not  only  that  he  had  no  notice  before  his  purchase,  but  that  he 
had  actually  paid  the  purchase  money  before  such  notice.'    And 
it  was  also  essential  to  state  to  whom  the  consideration  was  paid 

'  Piitnam  v.  Lamphier,  36  Cal.  151.  *  Boone  v.  Chiles,  10  Pet.  193. 

a  Id.  *  Story  v.  Ld.  Windsor,  2  Atk.  630; 

' Frost V. Beekman,  lJohns.Ch.288;  Flagg  v.  Mann,  2  Sumn.  486,  557. 

Denning  v.  Smith,  3  Id.  332;  Gallatian  ^  Tompkins  v.  Anthon,  4  Sandf.  Ch. 

V.  Cunningham,  8  Cow.  301;  WyckofiF  97. 

V.  Snifien,  2  Kdw.  581.    Denial  of  no-  ^  Jewett  v.   Palmer,  7  Johns.  Ch. 

tice  to  agent:    Griffith  v.  Griffith,  9  65. 
Paige  Ch.  315;  S.  C,  Hoffm.  Ch.  153. 


692  FORMS  OF  ANSWERis,  §  3851. 

on  the  purchase.^  And  it  Bbould  be  averred  that  the  defend- 
ant's grantor  was  in  the  actual  possession,  or  at  least  that  the  one 
under  whom  his  grantor  claimed  was  so.' 


CHAPTER  n. 

DISSOLUTION  OF    PARTNERSHIP. 

§  3851.    That  the  Term  is  not  Expired. 

Form  No.  930. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  partnership  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  was  not  upon  the  terms  and  according  to  the 
stipulations,  agreements,  or  covenants  alleged  bj  plaintiff  in 
his  said  complaint;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  said  partnership 
was  formed,  and  entered  into,  and  carried  on,  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  a  written  agreement  and  articles  of  copartner- 
ship between  him  and  said  plaintiff,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto 
annexed,  and  forms  a  part  of  this  answer,  showing  that  the 
time  for  the  continuance  of  said  copartnership  is  not  yet  ex- 
pired, which  agreement  has  never  been  altered  or  varied  in 
writing  or  by  parol;  and  that  the  copartnership  formed  and 
carried  on  in  pursuance  thereof  is  the  same  set  forth  and  alleged 
in  said  complaint.' 

§  3852.  Construction  of  Articles. — In  an  action  between 
partners  for  an  accounting,  the  complaint  alleged,  and  the 
articles  of  agreement  which  were  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
stated,  that  the  plaintiff  contributed  two  thousand  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  to  the  capital  of  the  firm,  which  sum,  the  com- 
plaint alleged,  the  defendant  had  converted  to  his  own  use. 
The  answer  denied  that  the  two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  was  contributed  as  capital;  and  averred  that  it  was  to 
be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  an  equal  interest  in  the  business; 
that  the  money  was  paid  on  that  basis;  and  that  both  parties 
have  acted  upon  the  understanding  that  such  was  the  meaning 
of  the  articles:  it  was  held  sufficient  to  present  the  issue,  whether 
the  articles  were  by  mistake  so  drawn  as  not  to  express  the 
actual  agreement  of  both  parties.^ 

^  Tompkins  v.  Ward,  4  Sandf .  Gh.  '  Thu  fonii  is  from  2  Van  Santv. 

594.  Eq.  Pr.  679. 

>  Tompkins  v.  Anthoo,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  ^  Isles  v.  Xocker,  5  Duer,  393L 
97. 


§  3857.  ACTIONS  FOB  DIVORCE.  698 

§  3853.    Overdrawing  Done  by  Plaintiff's  Assent. 

Form  No,  931, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  he  denies  each  and  every  allegation  set  forth  in  the 
[third  separate  cause  of  action  in]  said  complaint,  relative  to 
the  alleged  misconduct  of  defendant,  and  his  alleged  acts  and 
doings  in  the  management  of  the  said  partnership  business,  ex- 
cept the  allegation  of  his  drawing  out  from  the  funds  of  said 
copartnership  more  than  his  portion  of  the  profits  thereof,  to 

wit,  the  sum  of  dollars,  and  investing  the  same  in, 

etc. ;  and  as  to  such  allegation,  defendant  alleges  and  states  that 
it  was  done  with  the  full  knowledge  of  said  plaintiff,  and  with 
his  approbation  and  express  assent. 

§  3854.  Judgment,  -when  a  Bar. — Judgment  for  winding 
up  affairs  of  corporation  is  no  bar  to  a  suit  to  enforce  individual 
responsibility  of  shareholder.^  Suit  for  injunction  to  restrain 
debtor  from  making  assignment  in  violation  of  agreement  does 
not  preclude  action  upon  debt  itself.' 


CHAPTER   in. 

ACTIONS  FOR  DIVORCE. 

§  3855.    General  Denial. 

Form  No,  932, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

And  admits  the  marriage  alleged  in  the  complaint,  but  denies 
each  and  every  other  allegation  of  said  complaint. 

§  3856.  Desertion. — A  wife,  having  reason  to  believe  that 
her  husband  had  been  guilty  of  adultery,  separated  from  him, 
and  instituted  a  suit  for  divorce,  in  which  she  failed.  The  hus- 
band never  thereafter  sought  to  resume  cohabitation,  nor  did 
the  wife,  and  it  was  not  resumed:  it  was  held  that  these  facts 
did  not  constitute  desertion  by  the  husband.' 

§  3857.    Denial  of  Adultery,  and  Cross-oomplaint. 

Form  No,  933, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

First.  For  a  defense:    ' 

That  he  never  committed  adultery  with  the  person  named  in 

^  Diven  v.  Duncan,  41  Barb.  520.  "  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald,  L.  R.,  1 

»  Paige  V.  Wilson,  8  Bosw.  294.  P.  &  D.,  694. 
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said  complaint,  or  with  any  other  person,  at  any  time  or  place, 
or  at  all. 

Second.  For  a  second  defense,  and  cross-complaint,  the  de- 
fendant alleges: 

[Allege  acts  of  adultery  as  in  form  No.  61B.] 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment,  etc.  [as  in  that 
form]. 

§  3858.  Inhabitancy. — An  answer  setting  up  plaintiff's 
adultery  merely  as  a  defense  need  not  allege  the  inhabitancy  of 
the  parties,  or  either  of  them,  at  the  time  of  the  offense,  as  is 
necessary  in  a  complaint.'  But  that  the  offense  was  committed 
without  the  defendant's  procurement,  connivance,  privity,  or 
consent,  are  essential  in  such  an  answer.' 

§  3859.  Insanity  of  Plaintiff — In  an  action  for  a  decree 
of  the  nullity  of  the  marriage,  the  defendant  can  not  have  leave 
to  allege,  by  way  of  amendment,  that  plaintiff  was  insane  at 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  for  this  is  not  an  issuable  facL' 

§  3860.  Limitation. — ^In  an  action  for  a  divorce,  the  physi- 
cal incapacity  of  the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  marriage  relation 
is  not,  after  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  marriage,  a  defense.* 
This  objection  can  only  be  taken  by  answer,  and  is  applicable  to 
actions  for  divorce.'  So  where  a  complaint  averred  acts  of  cru- 
elty committed  more  than  ten  years  before,  and  the  defense  was 
not  interposed  in  the  answer,  evidence  of  such  cruelty  was  ad- 
missible.' 

§  3861.  Marriage  must  be  Denied.— If  the  complaint  in 
an  action  to  obtain  a  divorce  avers  the  marriage  of  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  and  the  answer  does  not  deny  the  averment,  it 
is  an  admission  of  the  fact  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial,  and  the 
marriage  need  not  be  proved.' 

§  3862.  Reerimination. — Adultery  committed  by  the  plaint- 
iff is  a  perfect  defense  to  an  action  for  an  absolute  divorce,  and  is 
also  a  ground  for  affirmative  relief  in  the  same  action."  The 
doctrine  of  recrimination,  or  compenaatio  cHminum,  applicable 
in  suits  for  divorce,  and  the  several  offenses  which  by  the  stat- 
ute constitute  grounds  of  divorce,  are  pleadable  in  bar  to  such 
suits,  the  one  to  the  other,  within  the  principle  of  the  doctrine.' 
To  be  an  absolute  bar,  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  most  be  auch 

1  Lcaener  v.  Leseuer,  31  Barb.  330.  •  Bihin  v.  Bihin,  17  Abb.  Pr.  la 

«  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  3  Barb.  236;  '  Fox  v.  Fox,  25  Cal.  587. 

Anonymous,  17  Abb.  Pr.  48.  'Anon.,  17  Abb.  Pr.  48;  B.  v.  B,, 

•  Appleton  V.  Warner,  61  Barb.  270.  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  350. 

♦  Griffin  V.  Griffin,  23  How.  Pr.  183.  •Conant  v.  Couant,   10  CaL  249; 
^  Bihin  v.  Bihin,  17  Abb.  Pr.  19.  Leaeuer  v.  Leaeuer,  31  Barb.  330. 
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as  to  constitute  a  proper  basis  for  judicial  decree  against  ber, 
bad  suit  been  instituted  by  tbe  defendant/  In  a  husband's  suit 
for  divorce  for  the  wife's  adultery,  his  adultery  can  not  be  set 
up  under  the  code  of  New  York  as  a  counter-claim,  and  if 
proved,  will  not  entitle  her  to  a  divorce.' 

§  3863.  Residence. — ^In  an  application  by  the  wife  for  a  di- 
vorce, on  the  ground  of  the  willful  neglect  of  her  husband,  and 
his  failure  to  provide  her  with  the  necessaries  of  life  for  the  pe- 
riod of  three  years,  the  residence  of  the  husband  with  the  wife 
within  the  three  years  is  no  answer  to  the  application,  where  it 
appears  that  they  were  not  living  together  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.' 

§  3864.    Condonation. 

Form  No,  9S4, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  after  the  time  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  before 
this  action,  the  plaintiff,  being  informed  as  to  the  matters 
therein  alleged,  freely  condoned  said  alleged  adultery,  and  for- 
gave the  defendant  thereof  [and  freely  cohabited  with  him]. 

II.  That  ever  since  such  condonation  the  defendant  has  been 
a  faithful  husband  to  the  plaintiff,  and  has  constantly  treated 
her  with  conjugal  kindness. 

§  3865.  Must  be  Specially  Pleaded.*— Condonation  must 
be  specially  pleaded.*  This  defense  may  be  joined  with  a  denial 
of  the  adultery  charged,  and  also  with  a  defense  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  adultery  as  a  bar.' 


CHAPTER  IV. 

FOR  FRAUD. 

§  3866.    Denial  of  Fraud. 

Form  No,  985, 

[TiTL*.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 
That  he  obtained  the  said  deed  from  the  plaintiff  by  fraud  or 
misrepresentation  [deny  specific  acts  alleged]. 

1  Conant  v.  Conant,   10  Cal.  249;  *  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paige  Ch.  432; 

Cal.  Civil  Code,  sees.  122,  123.  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  3  Barb.  236. 

«  R.  F.  H.  V.  S.  H.,  40  Barb.  9;  see,  *  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paige  Ch.  432; 

however.  Anon.,  17  Abb.  Pr.  48.  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Id.  108;  Hopper  \. 

'  Washburn  v.   Washburn,  9  CaL  Hopper,  11  Id  46. 
475. 
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§  3867.    Denial  of  Mistake. 

Ibrm  No.  9S6, 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  deniee: 
That  there  are  errors  or  mistakes  in  the  stating  of  the  said 
account,  as  alleged,  or  at  all,  but  alleges  that  the  account  stated 
which  is  mentioned  in  the  complaint  is  correct,  true,  and  jast 


CHAPTER  V. 

USURPATION  OF  OFFICE. 

§  8868.    Greneral  Denial. 

Form  No,  9S7k 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies  geneiallj 
and  specifically  each  and  evexy  allegation  in  the  complaint  con- 
tained.* 

§  3869.  Right  of  Office. — A  plea  to  a  qtw  warranto,  that  ihe 
defendants  have  a  right  to  exercise  the  franchise,  accompanied 
by  a  negation  of  the  allegations  of  the  writ,  is  not  a  plea  ot  non 
usurpavit,  or  a  disclaimer,  but  is  a  valid  plea.'  The  defendant 
in  an  action  to  try  the  right  to  an  office  may  set  forth  in  his 
answer  more  than  one  defense.' 

§  3^0.  Ineligibility  No  Defense.— In  a  proceeding  to  con- 
test the  election  of  defendant  as  district  judge,  the  ineligibility 
of  the  candidate  receiving  the  highest  number  of  votes,  the  de 
fendant  being  next  on  the  list,  is  no  defense;  because  this  mat- 
ter, if  true,  could  not  protect  the  incumbent  from  the  conse- 
quences of  an  unauthorized  possession  of  the  office.^  The  fact 
that  the  candidate  receiving  the  highest  numbes  of  votes  at  an 
election  by  the^  people  is  ineligible  does  not  give  the  office  to 
the  next  highest  on  the  list.^ 

§  3871.  Justification. — ^In  qiw  warranto  cases,  if  the  de- 
fendant does  not  disclaim  holding  the  office,  he  must  justifr, 
and  his  plea  of  justification  must  show  all  the  facts  necessary  to 
establish  the  lawful  right  of  the  respondent  to  the  office  in  ques- 
tion; and  the  burden  of  maintaining  it  is  on  the  respondent.* 

'  If  the  complaint  be  sworn  to,  the        '  People  v.  Stratton,  28  GaL  382. 
answer  must  deny  specifically  each        ^  Saimdors    v.    Haynes,    13   Cal 

allegation     controverted;    see     also  145. 
generally,  antet  P^ge  354  et  seq.  ^  Id. 

^  Commonwealth  v.  Cross  Cut  R,        *  Larke  v.  Crawford,  28  Mich.  BS. 
li.  Co.,  63  Pa.  St.  62. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE  OF  CONTRACT. 

§  3872.    Denials. 

Form  No.  938^ 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  alleges: 

I.  That  he  did  not  contract  and  agree  with  the  said  plaintiff, 
in  manner  or  form  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  or  in  any 
manner  or  form,  or  at  all. 

n.  That  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  pay  to  the  said  defendant 

the  said  sum  of dollars,  in  manner  or  form  as  he 

alleges,  or  at  all. 

in.  That  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  tender  the  said  sum  of 

dollars  to  the  defendant,  at  the  time  alleged,  or  at 

any  time. 

lY.  That  said  plaintiff  did  not  put  said  defendant  into  the 
possession  of  the  said  premises,  at  the  time  stated,  or  at  any 
time,  or  in  any  manner. 

y.  That  the  said  plaintiff  was  not  seised  in  fee  of  the  said 
premises,  and  could  not  make  to  the  said  defendant  a  good 
and  sufficient  title  thereto,  as  by  his  said  contract  he  was 
bound  to  do;  but  on  the  contrary  [state  encumbrances — ^this  an- 
swer, like  all  answers,  must  be  made  according  to  the  facts  of 
each  particular  case]. 

§  3878.    Denial  of  ReadineBS  to  Convey. 

Form  No,  939. 

[TiTLB.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 
That  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  or  willing  to  convey  the 
premises,  as  alleged,  or  to  convey  them  at  all. 
§  3874.    PerformaDce. 

Form  No,  940, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  he  duly  performed  said  contract  upon  his  part,  in 

all  things. 

n.  [State  facts  showing  performance.] 

§  3875.    Denial  of  Part  Perfoimanoe. 

Form  No,  941, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answer  to  the  complaint: 

That  the  said  A.  B.  did  not  take  possession  of  the  said 
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premises,  or  do  the  said  acts,  or  make  the  said  improTements 
thereon,  alleged,  nor  has  he  in  any  part  performed  the  alleged 
contract. 
§  3876.    A  Demand  after  the  Plaintiff's  Tender. 

Farm  No,  94£. 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

I.  That  after  the  making  of  the  tender  alleged,  and  on  the 

day  of ,  18 . . ,  at ,  the  defendant  requested 

the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  said  sum. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  then  and  ever  since  refused  to  pay  the 
same.' 

§  3877.  Increased  Value. — If  a  client  contracts  with  his 
attorney  to  convey  to  him  a  portion  of  the  property  in  litiga- 
tion, in  consideration  of  legal  services,  the  fact  that  the  prop- 
erty afterward  is  largely  enhanced  in  value  is  no  objection  to  a 
decree  for  specific  performance,  even  though  such  enhancement 
is  in  a  material  degree  the  result  of  the  labor  and  money  of  the 
client.* 

§  3878.  Insurance  Policy. — If  on  a  bill  in  equity  for  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract,  for  a  policy  of  insurance,  the 
answer  admit  that  a  proposal  for  acceptance  was  made  and 
accepted,  but  adds  that  no  contract  was  made,  the  court  ^ 
not  intend  that  this  denial  includes  any  new  matter  of  fact,  bat 
will  treat  it  as  only  containing  the  respondent's  view  of  the 
legal  consequence  of  the  facts  admitted.' 

§  3879.  Statute  of  Frauds. — A  general  demurrer  m\ei- 
posed  as  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  frauds  to  a  bill  for  specific  per- 
formance must  be  overruled  where  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill 
are  not  inconsistent  with  the  signing  of  the  contract,  and  the 
bill  expressly  alleges  a  part  performance.*  Where  the  ansver 
admits  an  agreement,  the  defendant  must  plead  the  statute,  or 
he  is  taken  to  have  admitted  the  agreement,  which  is  either 
good  under  the  statute,  or  on  some  other  ground  binding  upon 
him.'  And  notwithstanding  his  admission,  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  the  statute.'    But  the  answer, 

^  For  the  provisions  of   the  civil  cial  Mut.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Cart  G  C. 

code  of  California  as  to  what  con-  524;  S.  C,  8  L.  R.,  N.  S.,  610. 

tracts  may  and  what  may  not  bo  8pe>  ^    *  Field  v.  Hutchinson,  1  Beav.  599: 

citically  enforced,  see  Cal.  Civil  Code,  Child  v.  Godolphin,  1  Dick.  39. 

sees.  3384-3395.     See  also  generally  *  Cruyston  v.  Banes,  Prec  Ch.  206; 

on  this  subject,  a7U€j  p.  329  et  seq.  Symondson  v.  Tweed,  Id.  734- 

«  Howard  v.  Throckmorton,  48  Cal.  «  Rowe  v.  Teed,  15  Ves.  375;  Ha^j- 

482  den  v.  Bradbear,  12  Id.  466;  «ec  ftw* 

'  Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Commer-  tra,  Mussell  v.  Cooke,  Prec  Gh.  533* 
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with  the  admission,  must  be  to  the  original  bill.'  And  the  an^ 
Bwer  must  distinctly  claim  the  benefit  of  the  statute.* 

§  3880.  Marriage. — When  a  married  woman  has,  prior  to 
her  marriage,  entered  into  a  contract  which  is  binding  upon 
her,  a  specific  performance  may  be  decreed,  notwithstanding 
her  subsequent  marriage.' 

§  3881.  Otjeotion  to  Deed. — Where,  in  pursuance  of  an 
agreement  to  conTey  real  estate,  the  grantee  presents  a  deed 
different  from  that  called  for  in  the  contract,  the  grantor  must 
make  his  objections  at  the  time  it  is  presented,  or  within  a  rea- 
sonable  time  afterwards,  or  when  the  possession  is  demanded. 
He  can  not  be  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  it  for  the  first  time 
as  a  defense  when  sued  for  breach  of  covenant.^ 

§  3882.  Reconveyance  of  Property. — If  the  grantee  of 
land  agrees  by  parol  with  the  grantor  that  he  may  keep  the  land 
and  work  it  one  year,  and  at  the  end  of  the  year  make  his  elec- 
tion whether  he  will  keep  it  and  pay  the  purchase  money  or 
restore  it  to  the  grantor,  the  grantee  is  in  time  to  avoid  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  if  on  the  first  day  after  the  end  of  the 
year  he  notifies  the  grantor  of  his  election,  and  tenders  him  or 
his  agent  a  deed  of  the  property.** 

§  8883.    Rescission  of  Contract. 

Form  No.  943, 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint: 

That  after  the  contract  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  before 
any  breach  thereof,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  that  the  said  contract  should  be  waived, 
abandoned,  and  rescinded;  and  they  then  waived,  abandoned, 
and  rescinded  the  same  accordingly.* 

1  Spurrier  v.  Fitzgerald,  6  Ves.  548;  ^  Bhioe  v.  £llen,  36  Cal.  362. 

Beatson  v.  Nicholson,  6  Jur.  G21.  *  If  the  only  materiality  of  the  date 

'*  Skinner  v.  M'Douall,  2  De  O.  &  is  that  it  was  after  another  event,  this 

8m.  265.  mode  of  atatiug  it  is  sutficient:  Kel- 

»  Love  V.  Watkins,  40  Cal.  674.  logg  v.  Baker,  15  Abb.  Pr.  286;  see 

«  Morgan  v.  Steams,  40  Cal.  434.  also  Bullen  &  L.  Pr.  395. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

FOE  F0RCE3LE  ENTRY  AND  UNLAWFUL  DETAINER. 

§  3884.    For  Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer. 

Form  Ifo,  9U- 
[Title.] 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint,  and  denies: 

I.  That  plaintiff  was  at  the  time  stated,  or  at  any  time,  in 
the  actual  or  peaceable  or  exclusive  possession  of  the  propertj 
described  in  the  complaint,  or  any  part  thereof. 

U.  Denies  that  defendant  broke  into  the  premises  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  alleged,  or  in  any  manner,  or  at  all. 

III.  Denies  that  plaintiff  suffered  any  damage  by  such  alleged 
breaking,  or  in  any  manner,  or  by  any  means,  either  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint  or  at  all.  [Traverse  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  specially.] 

§  3885.  Demand. — A  demand  for  the  surrender  of  the  pos- 
session, and  a  refusal  for  the  period  of  five  days,  are  essential 
in  order  to  constitute  a  constructive  forcible  detainer,  defined 
by  the  third  section  of  the  act.^ 

§  3886.  Easement. — In  forcible  entry  upon  land  an  answer 
that  the  defendants  entered  as  the  servants  of  a  specified  railroad 
company,  which  had  legally  appropriated  the  injured  property 
as  the  line  of  its  road,  wotdd  justify  the  entry  and  bar  the  suit.' 

§  3887.  Entry  under  Ija-w. — The  defendant  may  ebow 
that  the  lands  described  in  the  complaint  are  public  lands  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  he  entered  on  a  portion  thereof, 
specifically  describing  the  part  entered  on  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  act  of  legislature  prescribing  the  mode  of  maintaining 
possessory  actions  on  public  lands,  and  that  the  lands  so 
entered  on  are  lands  to  which  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  of  prop* 
erty  or  possession,  and  no  title  to  or  interest  therein,  etc.' 

^Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sec.  1160,  sub.  2;        'Green  v.  Boody,  21  Ind.  la 
Brawley  v.  Bisdon  Iron  Works,   38        »Buel  v.  Frazier,  38  CaL  693. 
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§  3888.  ijvlction. — ^In  an  action  by  a  landlord  against  his 
tenant,  under  tbe  thirteenth  section  of  the  forcible  entry  and 
unlawful  detainer  act,  the  latter  may  defend  by  showing  an 
eviction  under  an  adverse  title  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  of  which 
proper  notice  was  given  to  the  landlord.^  Such  a  defense  does 
not  involve  any  question  of  title,  the  effect  of  an  eviction  being 
to  dispossess  the  landlord  as  well  as  the  tenant;  and  to  relieve 
the  latter  from  the  obligation  of  his  tenancy.'  The  rule  which 
estops  a  tenant  from  disputing  his  landlord's  title  does  not  pre- 
vent him  from  showing  that  the  tenancy  has  been  detennined, 
and  he  may  treat  an  eviction  with  notice,  by  one  having  an  ad- 
verse  title,  ua  a  termination  of  the  tenancy,  and  thus  resist  any 
claim  by  the  landlord,  either  for  rent  or  possession.'  The 
notice  by  a  tenant  to  his  landlord  of  proceedings  to  evict  him 
may  be  oral.*  An  eviction  of  a  tenant  by  title,  both  legal  and 
paramount  to  that  of  the  landlord,  must  of  necessity  determine 
the  tenancy,  and  when  the  title  of  the  landlord  is  set  up  in  de- 
fense of  the  action,  and  the  landlord  appears  and  defends  the 
action  at  the  request  of  the  tenant,  and  in  his  name,  he  can  not 
be  heard  to  say  in  a  contest  with  the  tenant  that  the  tenant  was 
not  evicted  by  paramount  title.^ 

§  3889.  General  Denial. — ^Where  in  a  case  in  justices'  court 
the  complaint  verified  alleges  such  a  demand,  and  the  answer 
verified,  instead  of  specifically  denying  the  allegation,  denies 
generally  •'  each  and  every  aUegation"  h.  the  complaint,  it  was 
held  that  this  general  denial  put  plaintifiTon  proof  of  demand, 
and  of  everything  necessary  to  maintain  the  action.'  A  general 
denial  is  no  longer  sufficient.  But  under  the  old  practice  in 
an  action  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  all  matters  of  legal  ex- 
cuse, justification,  or  avoidance  could  be  given  in  evidence  by 
the  defendant,  under  a  general  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint.^ 

§  3890.  Insufficient  Defense. — Proof  of  prior  possession 
of  the  premises  in  controversy  does  not  constitute  a  defense  to 
this  action.**  The  denial  that  the  plaintiff  owned  the  buildings 
on  the  premises  in  controversy  does  not  raise  an  issue  that  can 
be  tried  in  an  action  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  So  new 
matter  pleaded  by  defendant  in  respect  to  the  lease  of  the  prC'm- 
ises  to  the  plaintiff,  its  expiration,  and  the  subsequent  forcible 

>  Wheelock  v.  Warschaner,  21  Cal.  *S.  C,  34  Cal.  265. 

309.  •  Sullivan  v.  Gary,  17  Cal.  80. 

« Id.  T  Watson  v.  Whitney,  23  Cal.  375; 

» Id.  but  Bee  More  v.  Del  Valle,  28  Id.  172. 

*  Id.  8  Brown  v.  Perry,  39  Cal.  23. 
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and  fraudulent  entry  and  detainer  by  the  plaintiff,  his  attempt 
to  place  others  in  possession,  and  the  claim  of  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  for  the  rent  of  the  premises,  do  not  con- 
stitute a  defense  to  the  action.  A  set-off  is  not  admissible  in 
actions  of  this  class,  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  it  is  a 
demand  for  money  or  a  previous  forcible  entry  of  the  plaintiff. '^ 

§  3891.  Leave  and  License. — An  agreement  made  by  the 
landlord  with  the  tenant,  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  that 
the  tenant  shall  have  possession  of  the  premises  one  year  longer, 
paying  therefor  a  stipulated  rent,  to  be  paid  if  the  land  is  in- 
cluded in  a  certain  survey,  vests  in  the  tenant  the  present  right 
to  possess  the  lands  until  the  expiration  of  the  agreement,  and. 
if  pleaded,  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  defense  to  an  action 
for  holding  over,  brought  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
specified  in  tBe  agreement.'  It  seems  that  evidence  showinif 
the  acquiescence  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  defendant's  acts  is  ad- 
missible under  an  answer  denying  the  allegation  that  the  acts 
were  done  without  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  by  force,  etc. ; 
but  if  not,  the  objection  must  be  taken  at  the  trial,  and  is  not 
available  on  appeal.' 

§  3892.  Right  of  Possession.— If  the  party  guilty  of  & 
forcible  entry  has  any  title  or  right  of  possession,  his  title  or 
right  of  possession  can  not  be  tried  in  an  action  of  forcible  entry 
and  detainer.  He  must  first  deliver  up  the  possession  forcibly 
acquired,  and  then  he  may  litigate  his  title  or  right  to  posses- 
sion in  a  proper  action.'  If  D.  and  H.  are  in  the  peaceable 
possession  of  a  lot  of  land,  and  S.  and  S.,  accompanied  by  others, 
their  employees,  forcibly  evict  them  therefrom  and  take  posses- 
sion ,  and  then  lease  the  lot  to  E. ,  who  enters  into  peaceable  posses- 
sion, and  five  days  afterwards  D.  and  H.,  with  others,  forciblv 
dispossess  B.  and  take  possession,  and  B.  brings  an  action  for 
forcible  entry  against  them,  D.  and  H.  can  not  introduce 
evidence  of  their  prior  eviction  by  S.  and  S.  in  defense.'  The 
person  whose  occupancy  of  land  is  through  his  servants,  and 
who  has  never  been  in  possession,  can  not  maintain  an  action 
for  an  unlawful  entry  made  diiring  his  temporary  absence,  and 
a  refusal  to  surrender  possession.^ 

§  3893.  Title  Terminated.— A  tenant  may  show  that  his 
landlord's  title  has  terminated,  or  that  his  attornment  was  made 
under  mistake  of  facts  or  fraud.'    If  a  tenant  is  evicted  by  his 

iWarburton  v.  Doble,  38  Cal.  619.  *  RofiFv.  Daane,  27  CaL  568. 

'  Uridias  v.  Morrell,  25  Cal.  35.  •  Hammel  v.  Zobelein,  51  CaL  53i 

•Rowan  v.  Kelsey,  2  Keyes,  694.  '  McDevitt  v.  SulUvaD,  8  Cal.  .VJJ; 

Mitchell  V.  Davis,  23  Cal.  381.  Tewksburv  v.  Magraff,  33  Id.  237. 
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landlord  from  a  substantial  part  of  the  premises,  but  still  con- 
tinues to  occupy  the  remainder  under  the  lease,  the  landlord  can 
^ot,  under  the  unlawful  detainer  act,  recover  possession  from 
the  tenant  by  reason  of  non-payment  of  rent  while  the  eviction 
continues.^  The  time  during  which  the  tenant  was  to  occupy 
the  land  must  have  expired  before  demand  is  made  for  the 
possession.'  The  fact  that  the  agreement  under  which  the  de- 
fendant occupies  is  a  verbal  one,  and  that  by  its  terms  it  was  to 
continue  two  years,  does  not  change  the  rule.'  A  partnership 
between  the  lessor  and  lessee  in  the  occupation  of  the  leased 
property  may  be  proved  as  a  defense  to  an  action  by  the  lessor 
to  recover  possession.*  ^ 

§  3894.  Claim  to  and  Possession  of. — If  a  complaint  in 
an  action  to  recover  judgment  for  taxes  avers  that  the  tax  is  an 
assessment  of  defendants'  ''  claim  to  and  possession  of"  lands, 
an  answer  setting  up  as  new  matter  that  the  lands  are  public 
lands  of  the  United  States  contains  no  defense.^ 


'  Skaggs  V.  Emerson,  50  Col.  3. 
'  Rogers  v.  fiackett,  49  Cal.  121. 
»Id. 


*  Pico  V.  Cuyas,  47  Cal.  174. 
ft  People  V.  Frisbie,  31  Cal.  146. 
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